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Introduction 


A few days before deciding to publish this book an unnamed man burned 
himself to death on the forecourt of the New Zealand Parliament. 
Bystanders rushed to douse him with water but the damage was already 
done. He succumbed to his injuries and passed away in a hospital a few 
hours later. 


The message he delivered in the days before his death was a simple one; 
that we stop torturing men in family courts, an experience he was currently 
going through. Days before his demise he had walked the grounds of 
parliament with placards hoping to sway public opinion regarding fairer 
treatment of men. One of them read, “In Iran you stone mothers; in New 
Zealand fathers,” and another “My vote No! To Family Court lawyers 
racket.” 


Predictably the message was ignored by all but a small group of ‘men’s 
human rights advocates’ who did their best to privately support him during 
the ordeal. Having taken his protest to the public he at some point became 
aware that the world was simply not interested in his call for help and for 
political reform. He reached the conclusion that an extreme public act was 
the only thing capable of jolting people to take notice of the casual 
misandry to which he was subjected during his custody case. 


His was not the first such tragedy, with numerous men before having set 
fire to themselves on courthouse steps in hopes of making the world see and 
hear their suffering. In each case the mainstream media, politicians and 
feminist groups with one voice portray the fragile mental health of such 
individuals, the result of a mental illness, deeming it an internal 
psychological matter that has no connection with the world outside. 


With that tidy explanation society dusts its collective hands of the matter 
and moves back to the casual misandry and gynocentrism that preceded the 


event, giving ample proof, as if we needed it, of the world’s habit of 
dismissing men’s pain. 


In this book we aim to reverse that trend and place the onus at least partly 
back on the world, on its gendered assumptions, its casual misandry, the 
default gynocentrism, and the casual disregard of men’s issues — all of 
which contributes to the aetiology of male suffering. The worldly factors 
that give rise to a man’s pain should be no more ignored than environmental 
bacteria in understanding and treating the recurring infections of a flesh 
wound. 


As you will read in the pages ahead, the therapeutic industry is also 
complicit in the dismissal of men’s pain, often burying it under working 
models that would deny very real pressures while shaming men who do not 
conform to society’s expectations of utilitarian male behaviour. One 
purpose of this volume is to redress those wrongs by placing the mental 
health spotlight squarely back on our culture, locating mental health or 
illness in the body politic and its gendered customs. 


This is not to say that social customs are the single cause of psychological 
suffering as many are indeed internal to the individual — they are his 
demons. But at the very least men’s issues are exacerbated if not outright 
caused by factors in the wider world, and it is on those influences we will 
focus our attention. 


Most of the articles gathered here were previously published online and 
have since been updated for this volume. The essays were written 
individually or co-authored by myself and Paul Elam who has generously 
given permission for them to be published in this volume. 


Part 1. The Usual Psychology for Men surveys the mental health industry’s 
culture of pathologizing men boys while denying the legitimacy of their 
issues. Part 2. A New Psychology for Men outlines a new model for working 
with men based on their lived experiences. Part 3. Pathology provides 
examples of male suffering with a focus on social factors that so often 
contribute to it. Part 4. Relationships looks at the difficult area of ‘romantic’ 
and traditional relationship expectations for men, while proposing an 


alternative model of peer-style relationships based on friendship or 
companionship. Lastly Part 5. Archetypal Musings explores various 
archetypal themes to illuminate the nature and potential of the male psyche. 


Peter Wright — September 24, 2017 


The Usual Psychology For Men 


1. The psychology of hate 


Years back, in another life, I presented at seminars and conferences that 
provided continuing education units for professional re-certification. In one 
particular module, I used a portable grease board in a room in front of my 
waiting audience. Without introducing myself or saying anything else, I 
used a grease pen to write the words “Men are...” at the top of the board, 
and then silently invited the audience to finish the sentence. 


Almost invariably, “pigs” or “dogs” was the first offering, accompanied by 
a room full of good-natured chuckles. I would nod my head and write it 
down on the board and return to the audience, still silent, for more. 


“Controlling,” says one. “Afraid of commitment,” says another. 
“Aggressive.” “Macho“ “Afraid of intimacy.” “Violent.” “Sexist,” and 
“Power hungry.” More of the pejoratives, and almost only pejoratives, 
would come from the audience till the board was full. 


I then flipped the board to the other side. “Women are...” was the cue, and 
the answers were even more rapid fire than they were with men. “Strong.” 
“Capable” “Empowered” “Sensitive.” “Nurturing,” and the like would fly 
from the audience to the grease board like a barrage of arrows, till that side 
too was full. 


“What do you imagine,” I would ask, taking a strategic pause for a sip of 
water, “that these answers tell us about the real nature of sexism in the way 
we view men and women?” 


Asking them a question with actual spoken words must of thrown them for 
a loop, because the stock response to that question was almost invariably a 
room full of nonplussed, cognitively dissonant faces. And that confusion 
usually gave way to irritation, clearly at me, though every answer on both 
sides of that board had come from them. And by the way, the participants in 


the crowd? They weren’t accountants or nurses or teachers or financial 
advisors. 


They were mental health professionals. 


They were counselors, psychotherapists, social workers and the like; the 
very people we love to imagine possess the objectivity to rise above the 
mindset of bigotry and sexism. And the people, despite our want of faith in 
their work, least likely to actually do it. 


I wanted a little more pressure so I asked more questions. “How could this 
affect our therapeutic alliance with clients?- Could it make our relationships 
with females enabling?- Punitive with men?” And always, the final question 
I asked was “Do we carry sexism, against men, unconscious or conscious, 
into our work with each and every client?” With that question the anger 
usually intensified. 


In one talk, a female participant, a social worker, jumped out of her chair 
and threw her papers everywhere. “You’re the sexist!” she hissed at me, and 
stormed out of the room. She later wrote letters of complaint both about my 
topic and the fact I would not sign off on her attendance. 


Welcome to the wacky world of mental health. 


It is a telling study in the psychology of hate. Indeed, as we peel back the 
layers of fantasy from the profession, we are forced into a most disturbing 
conclusion. Psychology is hate. At least as it is practiced in western culture. 


It’s most evident in the junk psychology market. Since the mid-eighties, 
get-rich-quick psychology gurus have often made their way to bestseller 
lists. Books like Robin Norwood’s Women Who Love Too Much, Susan 
Forward’s, Men Who Hate Women and the Women Who Love Them and 
others have been runaway hits, all predicated on rigid stereotypes of men 
who hate and women who love; all just more additions to the already 
crowded grease board. 


Some time ago Karen Salmansohn appeared in a Fox News segment on 
women executives. She was given a nice plug for her new book, Bounce 
Back. They could have, and probably should have in the interest of balance, 
given her credit for her previous publication, How to Make Your Man 
Behave in 21 Days or Less Using the Secrets of Professional Dog Trainers. 
I don’t make this stuff up. Unfortunately, I don’t have to. 


Currently, male bashing monarch Phil McGraw reigns in the ratings, and it 
won't be long before another emerges, fighting to be top dog in dogging 
men. All you need is a warped worldview and a nod from Oprah. And these 
are just the media hucksters. At least we can say that the men and women 
who embrace their misandry-for-profit schemes are just another dumbed- 
down group in a dumbed-down media culture. 


The more culpable and dangerous are the ones with the air of legitimacy. 
These folks don’t write, or don’t just write. They teach, do research, and 
most dreadfully, hang out their shingles and help infect the world, one 
gullible client at a time. 


The world of psychology in academics and practice has become a weapon 
in the realm of gender politics. Almost all pretense to objectivity and 
academic integrity has been forced aside by ideologues with an ax to grind 
against men and who are using the loathsome disguise of helping 
professionals to further their agenda. If you think that is extreme, read on. 


Allaboutcounseling.com is purportedly an information and referral resource 
for people seeking mental health services. What it is in reality is a portal, a 
conduit that induces women into the mentality that it is the vile scourge of 
manhood at the root of their problems. And they offer feminism as the 
solution before the first session is booked. 


Some tidbits from their site include some detailed hype about the 
fundamentals of feminism and some reassurances that not all feminists are 
lesbians. I suppose they figure heterosexual women need such basics. And 
it’s good pre-sell to overcome objections before they are raised. Ask any 
used car salesman. 


They even have a nifty section promoting a new masculinity. These people 
have the key to re-engineering men for the better, with the implication, of 
course, that the way men are now is defective and in need of an overhaul. 


Part of that overhaul is a gag. This is just one of the standouts, as it appears 
word for word on the site. 


Openness- To others (especially to women) criticism of our behaviors and 
attitudes, listen, listen some more, and only speak if the critic wants 
feedback. 


This isn’t even speak when spoken to. It is shut up and take it. Speak with 
permission only, from whichever woman is attacking you at the moment. 
Ah, the finer aspects of mental health. 


They have much more there. Enough bogus stats on domestic violence, rape 
and sexual abuse for a N.O.W. convention, and staunch defenses of 
feminism tied in directly with the counseling message. Their ultimate point 
is clearly that sound mental health for women depends on embracing 
feminism, and with it the hatred for men. Sound advice for those seeking 
love and intimacy if I ever saw it. 


At this point, the grease board is showing more grease than board. 

I wish I could say that this was the bottom of the pit; that the infection 
stopped there, but we are still dealing more with the symptoms than the 
actual disease. 

Enter the American Psychological Association, and it’s Division 51 group 
The Society for the Psychological Study of Men and Masculinity. 
(SPSMM) 


Here are two of the bullet points from their Mission Statement: 


e Endeavors to erode constraining definitions of masculinity which 
have historically inhibited men’s development, their capacity to 


form meaningful relationships, and have contributed to the 
oppression of other people. 

e Acknowledges its historical debt to feminist-inspired 
scholarship, and commits itself to support groups such as 
women, gays, lesbians and people of color that have been 
uniquely oppressed by the gender/class/race system. 


Aye, there‘s the rub, and with it goes the last remaining bit of room on the 
grease board. Men are defective, pernicious banes to civilized society, 
incapable even of healthy love and connection. Feminism, of course, the 
ideology that so maligns them, is the answer. 


Even our most revered experts in human nature are saying as much. 


And this is how it worked in the old Soviet Union. It is wise to consider that 
in the Solzhenitsyn era of gulags and iron fisted reaction to political dissent, 
that most of the dissidents were imprisoned in “mental health facilities,” the 
logic being that if you disagreed with the state, there must be something 
wrong with your mind. 


It was also a strategy of, and yes, I will say it without reservation, the Hitler 
regime, to poison the minds of the populace with disinformation about 
Jews, prepping the people to look the other way while they were dispatched 
in the name of a master race. 


The plans for men may be less extreme and of longer duration, but it is 
happening nonetheless. Men are being marginalized year after year. Their 
numbers in college graduating classes are waning. 42% at last count. They 
have lost over 80% of the jobs in the current recession. They are dying by 
suicide and all other manners of death at rates that make women’s lives look 
like vacations in Fiji. 


It’s hell having all this power. It is a wonder how we find time to oppress 
the world with it, much less twirl our moustaches and snicker while we do 
it. 


But the anti-male hate machine keeps grinding away. SPSSM and others 
would no doubt classify the men’s movement as a mass shared psychosis, 
and men’s human rights activists individually as detrimental to society. In 
fact, it is already happening. 


I used to remember that social worker who threw the tantrum in my class 
with a smile. It was a funny image. But that was some years ago. At the 
time, I knew the sexism was there, but it was not entrenched as deeply as it 
is today. And I naively thought it would go away. 


I am not smiling about it any more. 


2. Avoiding the toxicity of blue pill 
psychotherapy 


Recently, my friend Tom Golden did a video on blue pill psychotherapy 
talking about the biasing effect of gynocentrism on the practice of therapy. 


His talk reminded me that gynocentrism doesn’t just shape the rules and 
expectations about how men and women should interact, it shapes virtually 
all of the narratives we live by. 


Now, over the years I’ve beaten a lot of horses to death on the importance 
those narratives because they are that important. They shape our beliefs, 
guide our decisions and often narrow our thinking. 


Getting married is a good example. When men make that decision, 
frequently at an age where they are ill prepared for it, they are guided by 
their narrative -- by their story of what marriage is. The mythology is 
similar in most men; they meet the woman they want to share life with and 
set about working toward a shared future. They understand that marriages 
require work, but in their story the characters are willing to do it, willing to 
suffer each other’s differences with enough grace to hold things together, 
and move on to children and a generally happy-ever-after life. 


And they go all in, fully vulnerable, blindly assuming that their story has 
one conclusion; that it can’t or rather won’t be denied the generally happy 
ending. 


However, when reality sets in, and the ugly end is upon them, they are often 
flattened by it because their story has left them unprepared for darker twists 
and turns. They deny that it is happening, bargain and often plead for a 
reversal of misfortune, for the real story, the true story they believed in, to 
magically set itself right. 


It’s not just the loss of the marriage, or the love, or the property. It’s the 
shock of their sacred story guiding them directly into a brick wall, crashing 
a belief system into rubble. 


It bewilders them, leaving them unsure of who they are and where they are 
going. 


While there is no such thing as painless demolition of a family, much of the 
destruction could have been avoided with a different, truer story of what 
marriage is, one that reads more like a Greek tragedy than a Grimm’s fairy 
tale. Ideally, it would be a true enough story to avoid the marriage in the 
first place, but even if not that, at least true enough to guide men toward a 
lot more self-preservation and less naivety. At least enough truth to quit 
viewing divorce as something that only happens to someone else. 


Marriage isn’t the only thing in our lives where a scripted narrative dictates 
our beliefs and expectations. There are thousands of these stories that touch 
on every area of our lives. We have them for everything we do, from school 
to work to recreation, to seeking medical help. 


And of course, we have one for the business of mental health. Most red pill 
thinkers will have already debunked this one and replaced it with a better 
story. So, I am writing this article to reach people who are relatively new, 
and for those who are considering mental health services of any kind. 


You almost certainly have a story, a narrative about what the mental health 

field is about. And it is almost certainly as wrong as the most gullible fairy- 
tales about marriage. You may imagine that mental health professionals are 
a product of the finest education we can produce; that they are well-trained 
by seasoned professionals who instill in them a high standard of objectivity 
and thoughtful approach to their work. 


You may see them as possessing secret information about pathways to 
better living, as though their training and education lets them in on life’s 
secrets. And that their motive is to share that with you, guiding you to a 
better life. 


And it makes sense that that’s your story about them, because it’s also their 
story about themselves unless they have corrected it, and precious few have. 
At any rate, that’s the story that lives in the collective consciousness; that 
the mental health field is populated by altruistic geniuses, improving the 
state of being those they work with. 


I am going to do my best to disabuse you of those faulty ideas. 


Tom Golden’s talk about it was short and on the mark. He and I both have 
been in the mental health field long enough to see the study of human 
psychology morph from a logical, masculine discipline into dishonest 
scholarship designed to serve a political agenda. Outside the insulated walls 
of the academic asylum, and into real world practice, that corrupt shift in 
purpose this has resulted in the most egregious professional betrayal of the 
public I’ve ever witnessed. 


Practitioners have created a web of destructive lies and are peddling it 
under the auspices of mental health. We see it in the domestic violence 
issue, where abused men and their children literally have nowhere to go 
because to the mental health profession any male victims, and by extension 
their children, don’t exist. 


Mental health professionals are sentencing children to life with abusive 
mothers, and ridiculing the fathers who seek help for good measure. As 
Cassie Jaye pointed out in the Red Pill Movie, there are over 2,000 shelters 
in the U.S. for women, and one for men, despite the near equal incidence of 
male and female victims. This insane disparity was created largely by 
professional social workers in direct violation of their code of ethics. 


This is what our schools of social work are churning out. Biased, bigoted 
students who go out into the world and practice biased, bigoted social work. 
Their peers won’t stop them, nor will any sense of concern or remorse about 
the domestic and child abuse they are enabling. 


How does that fit in with your story about the mental health profession? 


Our licensed marriage and family therapists aren’t trained any differently. 

Armed with delusions of patriarchy and the oppression of women, they are 
the new age spearhead; postmodern, gynocentric crusaders with one simple 
message for men who set out to repair broken marriages. Submit or perish. 


Just like social workers, they minimize, rationalize and excuse abusive 
women. They cling dogmatically to the man bad woman good model of 
marital strife. They encourage couples to view the man as the identified 
problem in the relationship, and frame all possible positive outcomes as 
dependent on men’s willingness to yield to the desires of their wives — and 
to the desires of the therapist. 


Again, this is a huge violation of public trust, profiting from the misery of 
their clients and increasing it with divisive misinformation and lies. They 
don’t save marriages, they just grab whatever cash the lawyers don’t get 
when the marriage is on its way out. Despite this, and despite their utter 
failure to have any positive impact on the divorce rate, the family therapy 
industry is projected to have explosive growth. 


Marriage and family therapists aren’t much better on the family side than 
the marriage side. During the 1980’s they were dead in the center of the 
great false memory hoax. They turned uncounted families against 
themselves by exploiting emotionally unstable women, steering them 
toward the false idea that they had been sexually abused. 


All it took was one book full of unscientific, ideological conjecture, to get 
the ball rolling. It was called Courage to Heal. 


One book. That is how easy it was for these people got swept up in a wave 
of professional quackery, guiding girls, young women and mature adults 
into making false allegations of incest. Cutting deep, often fatal wounds 
into the heart of the family. 


Of course, the coercion of false claims from clients isn’t limited to family 
work. It has had criminal implications as well. 


In March of 1984, six people, half of them family members, were put on 
trial for 115 counts of child sexual abuse in the McMartin preschool trial. 


The children at that school made an array of increasingly bizarre allegation 
against the owners and staff of the school after seeing a number of 
psychotherapists. Wikipedia provides a good summary of the case: 


“Several hundred children were interviewed by the Children's 
Institute International (CII), a Los Angeles abuse therapy clinic run 
by Kee MacFarlane. The interviewing techniques used during 
investigations of the allegations were highly suggestive and invited 
children to pretend or speculate about supposed events. By spring of 
1984, it was claimed that 360 children had been abused. Astrid 
Heppenstall Heger performed medical examinations and took photos 
of what she believed to be minute scarring, which she stated was 
caused by anal penetration. Journalist John Earl believed that her 
findings were based on unsubstantiated medical histories. Later 
research demonstrated that the methods of questioning used on the 
children were extremely suggestive, leading to false accusations. 
Others believe that the questioning itself may have led to false 
memory syndrome among the children who were questioned.” 


It was an incredibly destructive affair, ruining the lives of the six defendants 
and likely doing significant harm to the children who were manipulated by 
the therapists. The trial lasted 7 years and cost 15 million dollars. Ray 
Buckey, one of the defendants, remained in jail for 5 years without ever 
being convicted of a crime. 


This is what mental health professionals are capable of. You see remarkably 
similar, truer stories of the mental health field, playing out today in 
courtrooms across the western world where domestic violence and so-called 
children’s advocates hold great sway over the outcome of contested 
divorces. These people, who provide assessments and counsel the court, 
have their own story of divorce that guides their actions. It’s a narrative of 
male sinners and female saints, of demons and damsels, of children who 
must be saved from the influence of the father and of women who merit 
privilege by virtue of the court. In their story, the interest of the woman IS 


the interest of the child, even if it puts the child in harm’s way. And it does 
with alarming regularity. 


They are psychologists, social workers and psychotherapists, the very 
definition of mental health professionals. They are the creators of false 
memories, or in other words, false stories. They are the ones who urge us to 
practice radical acceptance with borderlines and other abusive, tyrannical 
women. These are the people who create and perpetuate the myth of male 
only domestic violence perpetration, the lie of rape culture and the myth of 
women’s oppression. These are the people manufacturing all the ideology- 
addled data to support their fucked-up narrative. 


And if they are not the people doing these things, they are for damned 
certain the people who are keeping their mouths shut about it. They’re the 
ones whistling and looking the other way. 


It would be a mistake, however, to attribute all this corruption and 
incompetence to the power of ideology or to the perilous road to hell being 
paved with good intention. There is something more fundamental at play 
here. 


To put it bluntly, the people who populate the mental health profession are 
not the sharpest pencils in the box, intellectually speaking. 


As shown by research on estimated IQs by college majors,’ the helping 
professions could use a little help with intellect. Social work, coincidentally 
the most egregious offender in pushing misinformation, debunked theories 
and ideological bias, is at the very bottom of the bottom of the barrel. 


Social work, in terms of the average intellect of those involved, sits just 
below studies of early childhood and fully four slots below home 
economics. 


The field of psychology isn’t that much higher. In fact, a cursory glance at 
the rankings for each major point to a rather disheartening fact. The more 
college students gravitate toward social work and psychology, the less 
intelligent they are. It’s not exactly inspiring of images of flowing robes and 


curative wisdom. In fact, it is just the opposite. And you’d do well to adjust 
your natrative accordingly. 


This means that mental health professionals may be too intellectually 
stunted to identify the narratives guiding their therapeutic interventions, or 
to accurately recognize and work with unconscious narratives in their 
clientele. 


And still another part of the story is about the personalities involved. The 
helping professions are flooded by people who themselves need help. It 
doesn’t take a nuanced understanding of human nature to deduce that the 
study of psychology attracts a lot of people who pursue the field because 
they are trying to sort out their own problems. 


I recall meeting a therapist once who specialized in working with women 
who suffered eating disorders. She was an emaciated wisp of a woman who 
trembled constantly and wore sleeves to cover as much as her coat hanger 
thin arms as possible. She was also a neurotic mess, whose every open 
thought seemed to be about men. Most of her statements about them were 
peppered with pejoratives. 


Then there was another woman, a psychotherapist about 5 feet tall and 
easily 200 pounds. She specialized in working with adolescent in-patients. 
She visited a program I worked at regularly, bringing up grocery bags full 
of sugary treats for the kids, many of whom were hyperactive with poor 
impulse control. She waddled onto the unit, huffing and puffing down the 
hall, candy bars and gumdrops in tow. 


We could literally watch the kids start escalating after she left, bouncing off 
the walls, and off each other. She dumped a mountain of sugar on kids who 
didn’t need it and then left us to clean up the mess. She was regarded as a 
brilliant therapist by our administration, which is code speak for therapists 
who refer a lot of patients to the program. 


Here’s the rub. Though I honestly, genuinely wish it were not so, I am 
compelled to remind you that when you seek mental health services of any 
kind, this is the cesspool into which you are diving. 


I get emails on a fairly regular basis from people who are looking for a 
therapist they can see in person in their local area. They want referrals. This 
being a red pill crowd, I have never had anywhere to send them. All I can 
do is urge them to screen the heck out of anyone they engage, knowing that 
the field has plenty of people you would not trust to walk your dog across 
the street. 


That is not to say there is not good practitioners out there. There are some 
old timers who learned their profession before it was taken over by crazies. 
And there are some with such naturally remarkable balance and competence 
that they weathered the indoctrination that passed for their education and 
emerged with the ability to help. In other words, there are some unicorns. 


It also must be said that if you are a staunch blue pill resident of the 
plantation, there is probably little damage they can do that you are not 
already doing to yourself. If you are hopelessly fixed in the prevailing 
narrative, they can probably make you feel better about doing it until the 
consequences of that are visited on your life. 


But if you are red pill and seeking mental health support, let the facts in this 
talk help shape your story about what it is you are doing. Know that you are 
entering a minefield, not a refuge. Know that mental health professionals 
are not altruistic, uncompromised geniuses. Know that at best you are going 
to have to screen like you’re looking for diamonds, and that you will likely 
have to train even the best of candidates to help you. Yov’ll have to red pill 
them just enough to do you any good at all, if they are capable of receiving 
it. 


The good news, and another way you can repair your story, is to realize that 
the red pill is better therapy than you will ever likely get from a therapist. 


And of course, it is very important for me to say when times are dire and 
life is at its worst, reach out anyway. It’s better than doing nothing. Just be 
sure you understand the great fable into which you are walking. Who 
knows, with some solid red pill perspective, a narrative that makes you a 


hero to your own cause, and some ballsy determination, you might just see 
a therapist, talk a while, and see them get better. 


Reference: 


Brain. 


3. Psychologists view men as 
emotionally dumb 


During the last 20 years Dr. Ronald Levant, a psychologist and a former 
president of the American Psychological Association has been building a 
theory of male inferiority as contrasted to the superior abilities of women in 
the realm of emotional intelligence. To popularize his theory Levant teamed 
up with feminist researchers to create an instrument by which men can be 
tested to demonstrate their emotional stupidity. 


Levant refers to men’s lack of emotional intelligence as ‘alexithymia’ (a 
Greek term meaning lack of ability to identify and verbalize emotions), or 
by a longer diagnostic label Normative Male Alexithymia. The word 
‘normative’ here is designed by Levant to imply that all males suffer from 
the condition as a default state. Women by definition do not suffer from it, 
he explains, due to their superior feelings abilities. 


The American Psychological Association continues to promote his theory in 
its online journals. 


Levant’s work amounts to a misunderstanding of an older conceptualization 
of alexithymia_ which referred to a deficit in emotional processing as seen 
in cases of traumatic brain injury, autism spectrum disorders, or 
postraumatic stress disorder, a deficit that can be equally found in males and 
females suffering such disorders. Levant’s misunderstanding of the original 
construct shows how easy it is for the unobjective researcher to conflate 
male repression of emotions and common stoicism with more disabling 
pathologies. 


Levant devised his phrase Normative Male Alexithymia to describe how 
North American males suffer from cultural conditioning which causes them 


to repress their vulnerable and caring emotions, leaving them 
underdeveloped in the skills of emotional expressiveness. He explains, 
“Many men were raised (and continue to be raised) to function in a world 
that no longer exists. To be good men, they were told, they must become 
reliable providers, emotionally stoic, logical, solution oriented, and 
aggressive.” [Men and Emotions p.3] 


He further states the problem like this: “I believe that a mild form of 
alexithymia is very wide-spread among adult men and that it results from 
the male emotional socialization ordeal, which requires boys to restrict the 
expression of their vulnerable and caring emotions and to be emotionally 
stoic.” [A_New Psychology of Men, (1995) p.239]. 


Levant tells that according to his clinical observation this type of syndrome 
is so common for men in our culture that it deserves to be called normative, 
and claims: 


“One of the most far-reaching consequences of male gender-role 
socialization is the high incidence among men of... the inability to 
identify and describe one’s feelings.” [p.238] 


“men are genuinely unaware of their emotions. Lacking this 
emotional awareness, when asked to identify their feelings, they tend 
to rely on their cognition to try to logically deduce how they should 
feel. They cannot do what is automatic for most women -simply sense 
inwardly, feel the feeling, and let the verbal description come to 
mind.” [A New Psychology of Men, (1995) p.239]. 


In light of these damning claims we must ask is it really true that men have 
an “inability to identify their feelings” or that they cannot sense inwardly 
and “feel feelings” as most women purportedly can? 


In one of only a few studies which found a higher prevalence of alexithymia 
amongst males, a Finnish study found that men assessed with the Toronto 
Alexithymia Scale (TAS-20) scored higher than women on factor 2 
(difficulty in describing feelings), but there was no gender difference 
whatsoever in factor 1 scores (difficulty in identifying feelings). * 


This is an important finding in regards of alexithymia because an inability 
to identify feelings constitutes the heart of the alexithymic deficit in 
emotional cognition, from which the secondary difficulty in describing 
feelings naturally arises. 


Said differently, if the difficulty in describing feelings does not result from 
the inability to identify feelings, but rather from the cultural proscription to 
“keep your feelings inside” then we are dealing with a different 
phenomenon altogether from alexithymia proper. Men may indeed have the 
words, but may choose to keep them to themselves. 


While Levant may be right in his claim that men are (generally) less skilled 
than women in their ability to describe feelings, he is demonstrably 
incorrect in claiming that men are less able to identify specific feeling states 
in self or others in the true clinical sense of alexithymia. Here it would seem 
that Levant has failed to discriminate between the separate factors of (1) 
identifying and (2) describing feelings. 


Almost all alexithymia studies reveal that males are equally able to identify 
their own feelings and those of others, but occasional studies show that 
males are less able (or rather less willing!) to provide lengthy descriptions 
of the feelings they have successfully identified. 


What this means is that like women, men can equally identify feelings like 
jealousy, hatred, anxiety, fear, sadness, love, joy, envy and the like but they 
may not indulge a longer verbal description, preferring instead to 
thoughtfully act to modulate the intensity of emotions. 


Action empathy, men’s preferred way to process their feelings, is in no way 
inferior to the verbal empathy of women. Or said differently either of the 
responses employed typically by males (action) or females (talking) can 
successfully modulate emotional arousal to desired levels — and it’s high 
time the field of psychology recognized these two very different styles 
instead of making women’s way as preferred gold standard. 


president of the American Psychological Association’s Society for the 
Psychological Study of Men and Masculinity, Levant is simply wrong. He 
insists that most men are not alexithymic: “it is not a norm”. 


Kiselica reports that a literature review showed only a few studies found 
that males have slightly higher rates of developing the disorder, while the 
majority of studies found no differences between the genders, with overall 
about one in 10 people of either gender showing any significant level of 
alexithymia. 


It’s true that men have not been educated or encouraged to express their 
feelings verbally but they most certainly can, generally speaking, identify 
both their own feelings and those of others as well as do women. From 
earliest childhood most cultures encourage males to be stoic, a disposition 
which may, as Levant stresses, lend itself to pathologies of emotional 
expression. But to emphasize the potential pathologies of this disposition 
tells us only a small and negative part of the story. The stoic disposition also 
includes time honored traits of forbearance, tolerance, and healthy 
emotional control in stressful situations. 


Perhaps he should teach women a little stoicism instead of pathologizing 
males. 


To champion women’s emotional extroversion or cite verbal skill in 
expressing feelings does not guarantee healthy emotional interaction with 
others, as in the example of con-artists or manipulators who misuse the 
language of emotional expressiveness to exploit and domineer others. 


To summarize, Levant’s conjectures reveal the twin errors of both 
genderising alexithymia, and confusing it with benign stoicism and 
repression of emotions. Perhaps Levant, “Inspired by feminist scholars” 
(New Psychology of Men, 1995) deliberately characterized men as 
alexithymic for dramatic effect? Whatever the case his generalizations 
prove as helpful to men, and to relationships between men and women, as if 
we characterized all females as having ‘Normative Female Hysteria’ as did 


early psychoanalysts based on the fact that women tend to talk more about 
their emotions. 


To generalize typical female communication as excessive and hysterical (as 
did early psychoanalysts) is no worse a generalization than declaring male 
stoicism to be excessive, destructive, and alexithymic as Levant has done in 
his analysis. Such an approach will not prove attractive to males seeking 
therapy and will most certainly create the opposite effect of making them 
feel misunderstood and maligned, as were women under the assumption 
that all emotional expression amounted to hysteria. 


In the final analysis this superficial conflation of alexithymia with maleness 
reflects the influences of contemporary gender stereotyping over and above 
rigorous scientific method. While the conflation functions as a hyperbolic 
device to portray male nature as ‘toxic,’ it leaves us with the unfortunate 
consequence of confusing the accepted clinical meaning of alexithymia — a 
much more severe disorder- as proposed by all leading clinicians over the 
last 30 years. 


In light of these anomalies, and considering that Dr. Levant refers again and 
again to the stoic nature of the males in question, perhaps he would 
consider a late name change to Normative Male Stoicism, which he would 
do well to re-classify not as a pathology but as a marker of psychological 
health required by all effective relationships and all functional, sane 
societies. 
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4. The therapy racket: why men 
don’t seek help and what to do 
about it. 


You know, it’s no secret that men are far less likely to seek professional 
help than women. That doesn’t just apply to mental health services. 
Medically speaking, men are far less likely to pay attention to and seek help 
for physical problems. 


This isn’t just an urban myth. It is backed up by pretty solid research. When 
I Googled the term “Why _men don’t seek help,” the very first return I got 
was for an article in the American Psychological Association that cited a 
study published in 1993 by Psychologist Dr. John Vessey. He reviewed 
several epidemiological studies concluding that women constituted fully 
two-thirds of mental health outpatient clients. 


This holds true even though men have a drastically higher suicide rate than 
women, and are affected as much or more often by problems like substance 
abuse and stress-related disorders. 


In the area of physical health, the numbers are similar. The second Google 
return I got was a 1999 study from the Department of Family Medicine at 
the State University of New York Health Science Center. It was conducted, 
and I quote, “to report the family physician’s perspective on why men do 
not access the health care system for medical problems.” 


The study’s conclusions were unsurprising. Three key themes were 
identified, which I paraphrase as follows: 


(1) Support: Men appear to get most of their support for health concerns 
from their female partners, little from their male friends. 


(2) Help Seeking: Perceived vulnerability, fear, and denial are important 
influences on whether men seek help. 


(3) The researchers concluded that men were hindered by traditional social 
role characteristics: a sense of immunity and immortality; difficulty 
relinquishing control and a belief that seeking help is unacceptable. 


Men also reported that the time it took to tend to medical issues was a 
barrier. Generally speaking, it appears they felt more obligation to 
professional life than to their own health. 


Finally, the number three link I got back from Google on my search was 
from everydayhealth.com in the form of a medically reviewed article on 
why men don’t seek help, specifically with depression. 


The usual culprits were identified in this article, with the National Alliance 
on Mental Health being cited as saying that a complicating factor is that 
men who are depressed often suppress their feelings rather than showing 
sadness and crying. 


Also quoted is Dean F. MacKinnon, MD, an associate professor of 
psychiatry and behavioral sciences at the Johns Hopkins School of 
Medicine in Baltimore who says that men may see their symptoms as a sign 
of weakness, likening the situation to the idea that men don’t like asking for 
directions. 


“Men don’t ask for direction,” he says, “because it makes them seem weak, 
but also they are afraid they won’t get the right information.” 


The raggedly cliché stereotype of men offered by McKinnon is a common 
theme throughout all three of the first Google returns on the question of 
why men don’t seek help. 


The American Psychological Association article asks us to imagine the 
Marlboro Man and how unlikely the image is of him asking for help, and of 
course, goes on to infer something inherently flawed about masculinity 
being at the root of the problem. 


The article even quotes the notoriously misguided American Psychology 
Association president, Ronald F. Levant, whose theoretical approach is 
deeply rooted in patriarchy theory. 


Levant is also the primary author of something called the “Normative Male 
Alexithymia Scale,” which assumes a default lack of emotional acumen in 
the human male stemming from the fact that we are all (except for him and 
his peers, I suppose) the product of toxic, socialized masculine values. 


It’s a simple picture, repeated throughout the mental health professions and 
even to an extent in the medical profession. Men are out of touch with their 
own needs and stubbornly refuse to get help for their problems out of a 
misguided bravado that masks a childish fear of being seen as less than 
invincible and herculean. According to Levant, and most of his professional 
contemporaries, men literally die because they are trying to prove their 
manliness. 


As you dig into their rationale, you will see them blithely attribute this to 
social messaging. We say to young males: big boys don’t cry. Man up. Be a 
man. Be tough. Don’t be a pussy or a fag, and they internalize this message 
to the point that they ignore pain radiating down their left arm or coughing 
up blood. 


They become so dissociated from their own emotional condition that they 
don’t notice feelings of depression till they put the barrel of a gun in their 
mouth. 


Like all universally bad ideas, there is perhaps a kernel of truth in this. 
Certainly, there is merit to the idea of making more room for the emotional 
lives of boys. But are we really to assume that this social messaging alone, 
born from millions of years of masculine evolution, is the culprit? Is this 
merely a problem of socialization that we can solve by instilling feminine 
values in our male children? Can we socially engineer men to be more 
psychologically and physically healthy? 


Well, there is no shortage of people trying. Even my cursory examination of 
Google returns put that front and center. But maybe we are leaving 
something out here. Maybe there is another factor that might shine more 
light on this important subject. Maybe, there is something more powerful at 
play than a barrage of social messages from parents and peers about what 
takes to be a man. 


Perhaps examining another area of human life as seen through the lens of 
research will help us out. To do so, I am going to acquaint you with a term 
you will likely not be familiar with. The term is pathogen disgust. And 
yes, it is a thing. Pathogen disgust is a measurement in women for their 
level of distaste for men who present as possibly unhealthy. According to 
the interpretation of the study involved, unhealthy, unmasculine and 
unattractive are all interchangeable. 


According to clinical psychologist Dr. Vinita Mehta in Psychology Today, 
when it comes to sexual selection in women, pathogen disgust plays a huge 
role. The study in her article asserted that, “Pathogen disgust predicts 
women’s preferences for masculinity in men’s voices, faces, and bodies.” 
Jones and Benedict, et al, confirmed that attractive masculinity and peak 
physical health were synonymous terms as they apply to sexual selection. 


Even more interesting, the study also examined the areas of moral disgust 
(the man’s general sense of values and trustworthiness) and sexual disgust 
(defined by Dr. Erin Ben-Zeev as being illustrated by “disgust at certain 
types of taboo sexual behavior, such as pornography, incest, or pedophilia - 
and even, among certain sectors of the population, sexual infidelity, 
homosexuality or sexual experimentation.” 


The results were clear. Moral and sexual disgust were in no way predictive 
of how masculine women perceived men to be and therefore did not factor 
into whether they were sexually selected. 


Pathogen disgust, however, is a deal breaker across the board. 


And so we are very clear on this matter. Men seeking help, medically, 
emotionally, psychologically, perhaps even in asking for directions, is a 


trigger for pathogen disgust in women. and therefore being rejected by 
them. 


Ronald Levant says,“Many boys learn from their parents and from other 
children that they are not supposed to express vulnerability or caring.” I 
take note that he did not mention women in this equation, nor would any 
feminist academician if they wanted to maintain good standing with the 
sisterhood. So, Levant omits the most powerful influence for men in order 
to remain safe with his peers. 


Men do learn the things Levant mentions, and they learn them well, from 
the women who will view them as losers if they demonstrate any evidence 
at all of pathogen. This leaves men to be trained to accept a normative 
standard of women who sexually coerce men out of self-caring behaviors. 


A mental health professional claiming to recognize toxic messages to men, 
yet missing this bombastic, poisonous reality, is so flawed that one has to 
wonder what drugs they must be taking. 


If I weigh sexual rejection, isolation and the inherent sense of unworthiness 
that comes with it against the alleged impact of my high school football 
coach telling me to man up and take the pain, I am pretty goddam sure 
which one is potentially more detrimental to my emotional well-being. 


It is not the messages of childhood, the media, and social circles about 
manhood that leads men to silence about their pain. It is the guarantee that 
they will be condemned to a sexual and emotional void when they speak. 


We shame men for not expressing their emotions in the same way women 
do. The bitter irony is that when men do put themselves in an emotionally 
vulnerable place with the world, we shame them even more. 


Why on earth should men trust mental health professionals who aren’t even 
wise to that? 


Of course, they shouldn’t and not just for that reason. What we see across 
the board from mental health professionals, in their own aversion of 


pathogen disgust, is an attempt to mold all men into their personal and 
political worldviews. Rather than create therapeutic models to address the 
particular needs of men, their solution is to coerce men into meeting the 
ideological needs of therapists — which are shaped and molded by their 
predominately female clientele. 


James Mahalik, Ph.D., of Boston College, and co-author Michael Addis, 
Ph.D. published in the American Psychologist. They outlined some of the 
factors underlying men’s reluctance to seek help. Chief among their items, 
they say, is masculine role socialization. “To benefit from counseling,” they 
say, “a man must admit that he needs help, must rely on the counselor and 
must openly discuss and express emotion. These requirements conflict with 
traditional ideals of what it means to be male: toughness, independence, and 
emotional control.” 


What they appear to be saying is that manhood itself is an obstacle to 
psychotherapy. At the very least, they see masculine strength and masculine 
values as antithetical to good mental health. 


Let’s see a mental health professional try that kind of bigotry on women and 
see what happens to their career. 


Their point, as unlikely and incredible as it may seem, is that men must 
learn to articulate feelings in a more feminine way and present them on 
demand for an hourly fee for the convenience of the therapist in his or her 
office. This is madness and an abusive form of it. 


In the Everyday Health article, Dr. Amit Anand notes, “that it can be 
difficult to convince some men to try talk therapy.” I speculate that the 
reason for this is that men are not stupid. Talk therapy, as most commonly 
practiced, is a hard sell to men in the same way it is hard to sell them on 
astrology and the power of crystals. 


The shame here is that while most of these supposed professionals 
demonstrate a lot of expertise on the political and ideological definition of 
men, they know little to nothing about real life, living and breathing men as 
they actually are. 


This deficit in understanding is likely the main cause for the thinly veiled 
condescension that permeates their perspective. They are just talking about, 
not to, a population that does not trust them, and for good reason. 


A New Psychology for Men 


5. A new psychology for men 


Psychology clings to a universal model — that men are incorrigibly flawed 
and require a dismantling of their identities, habits, and preferences before 
being reconstructed according to a feminist model of masculinity. All 
modern therapies have this basic premise in common. 


For example, one of the more popular models of men and masculinity to 
emerge in the last 20 years, promoted as A New Psychology of Men, is 
described in the following terms by one of its founders: 


The new psychology of men has emerged over the past 15 years 
within the larger fields of men’s studies and gender studies. Informed 
by the academic breakthroughs of feminist scholarship, the new 
psychology of men examines masculinity not as a normative referent, 
but rather as a problematic construct. In so doing, it provides a 
framework for a psychological approach to men and masculinity that 
questions traditional norms of the male role and views some male 
problems as unfortunate byproducts of the male gender role 
socialization process.! 


Since its inception this “new” psychology of men has restated traditional 
gender stereotypes about men; that they are flawed, violent, emotional 
primitives in need of reconstruction. This supposedly “new” model has also 
been developed into a training course teaching therapists how to effectively 
work with men. 


The course, designed by former American Psychological Association 
President Ronald Levant, is based on two principles held almost universally 
by therapists working with men; a) that patriarchy theory represents the real 
world, and b) that males are stunted in their emotional processing abilities. 
Let’s look at these two pillars of therapy. 


Patriarchy theory 


As with most psychologists and therapists today, Levant is informed by 
feminist-inspired patriarchy theory which posits that all men have power 
over all women and that such power is enforced by men’s violence. The 
theoretical vision, trumpets Levant, provides a “new” way of looking at 
men: 


What scholars in the area of men’s psychology have attempted is 
nothing less than a reconstruction of masculinity. It starts from the 
recognition that there is a problem, and locates the roots of that 
problem in the male gender role... The new psychology of men 
strives to address the feminist critique of patriarchy while remaining 
empathetic to men.’ 


As many readers will know there is nothing “new” in this characterization 
of men, which we can summarize with the phrase, ‘Women have problems, 
and men are the problem.’ As Levant stresses, the primary approach to 
therapy with men is first to problematize them; “It starts from the 
recognition that there is a problem.” 


In this model men are viewed as being problems before they even meet the 
therapist, who ignores the possibility that men’s problems may lie outside 
themselves in a world of grief they did nothing to deserve. 


In other words, whatever the presenting complaints of the client they are 
immediately dismissed by the practitioner in order to coerce the client into 
an ideological mold of manhood. The practitioner, depending on their 
degree of indoctrination, may actually believe this will address the client’s 
issues but even a cursory examination of the “masculinity as identified 
problem” approach reveals numerous, deep flaws. In fact, this approach 
proves to be abusive in any reasonable interpretation of the word. 


As I explain below there are other approaches to working with men that 
don’t presume they are flawed and need fixing. That approach begins with 
asking men what they experience in life, and what they might want to 
achieve in therapy, and actually listening to their answers. Therapists may 


be interested to hear men speak of a range of experiences and goals wholly 
unrelated to patriarchal domination of women and children. 


Men as emotionally dumb 


Referring to men as dumb has the double-meaning of both lacking in 
intelligence and being mute. This forms the basis of Levant’s theory that 
men possess little emotional awareness about themselves or others, that 
they are lacking in emotional intelligence, and that even were they to 
discover some emotional awareness they would not know how to express it 
in words, such is the depth of male lacuna. He refers to this problem in men 
as alexithymia — a Greek term meaning no words for emotions, insisting 
that most North American males suffer from this syndrome. 


Levant states that “it is so very widespread among men that I have called it 
normative male alexithymia,”’ a syndrome that by definition only men and 
boys can be labelled with. There even exists a Normative Male Alexithymia 
Scale used to assess the depth of men’s need for therapeutic correction. 
Levant states, 


One of the most far-reaching consequences of male gender-role 
socialization is the high incidence among men of... the inability to 
identify and describe one’s feelings in words... men are often 
genuinely unaware of their emotions. Lacking this emotional 
awareness, when asked to identify their feelings, they tend to rely on 
their cognition to try to logically deduce how they should feel. They 
cannot do what is automatic for most women -simply sense inwardly, 
feel the feeling, and let the verbal description come to mind.* 


This claim, that men are “unaware of their emotions,” an assumption so 
typical of psychology’s view of men, has been a cornerstone of the 
therapeutic world for the last 40 years. And it is demonstrably wrong. 


According to the vast majority of studies on emotional processing, men and 
boys are able to identify emotional arousal in themselves and others equally 
to women, emotions like jealousy, love, anger, sadness, anxiety, etc. But 
men and boys choose to regulate that emotional arousal not by verbalizing 


it so much (women’s preferred method) but by taking intelligent action. A 
woman for example might talk with her melancholic friend about what is 
worrying her in order to cheer her up; the man may invite the same 
melancholic friend to the movies; both responses -talking, or acting- serve 
to intelligently modulate emotions. 


What Levant has failed to discriminate are 1. recognizing emotions, and 2. 
verbalizing them. He, and so many psychologists who came before and 
after him, assume that by not verbalizing emotion males must also have 
failed to recognize emotions. Countless studies however show this to be a 
false conclusion.’ Men, like women, can sense the full range of emotions — 
but they may choose to respond to that knowledge in a different manner to 
women. 


Breaking with the past — starting afresh 


Repackaging patriarchy theory is a move we no longer wish to make — at 
least not if we wish to genuinely help men. Increasing numbers of men are 
tired of waiting for the psychotherapeutic industry to drag its collective ass 
out of gynocentrism-land to develop a genuine new model for tackling male 
psychology. 


To attain that model there has to occur a break with patriarchy theory and 
assumptions that men and boys are emotional dummies. As in a court of 
law we begin the new therapy with an assumption that men are not only 
innocent until proven guilty, but that ‘men are good’ to use Tom Golden’s 
iconic phrase. 


Nor will work with men be savvy until it admits the realities of cultural 
misandry, gynocentrism and their undeniably crushing effects on modern 
males. The daily assaults on men and boys from advertizing, mental health 
services, media, family courts, pharmaceutical companies, education from 
grade school to grad school, anti-male bigots and ideologically driven 
governance must be included in the picture. 


These are problems which are deleterious to all aspects of men’s lives, 
including mental health. The mental health industry is a huge part of that 


problem, not a part of the solution. 


A sane alternative to all this must disabuse men, women and society of the 
following myths: 


e men belong to a patriarchy and take that model as their life script; 
è men are emotionally inept; 

e men are default potential sexual predators; 

e men are violent and uncaring; 

è men are not necessary as parents; 

è men are unable to commit; 

è men are emotionally unavailable; 

è men are not as human or deserving as women. 


The things we do want to include in a new mental health model are: 


e enhanced understanding of misandry, gynocentrism and their 
consequences; 

è recognizing and honoring men’s emotional acumen; 

è recognizing and combating misandry and gynocentrism in the 
mental health industry; 

e professional understanding of the ways men differ from women in 
how they cope with life; 

e a prohibition on the practice of expecting men to emulate women’s 
emotional processes; 

è an allowance of men’s legitimate anger without infecting them with 
ideological shame; 

e the steadfast belief that men’s issues, pain and needs are as 
important as anyone else’s. 


These points alone are sufficient to create a revolution in the way we work 
with men. As a truly new approach to men’s welfare and psychological 
health, An Ear For Men has been launched and the coming Men’s Mental 
Health Network will be promoting these principles and providing a range of 
specialized services from professionals who have been thoroughly vetted in 
their knowledge of men’s issues, and in their compassion for the same. 
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6. Authoring your own life 


Harnessing men’s utility can be witnessed from the erection of Stonehenge 
to the Roman Empire to the moon landings. Cures for diseases and vaccines 
to prevent them happened from the intensely intelligent actions of the 
human male. Exploring new territories and engineering the transport to send 
people to new places has changed the world, almost all of it through risk 
and hardship borne by men. Men have driven civilization forward since we 
first walked away from the African savannah. Men’s blood, sweat, tears 
and sacrifices are the fuel rods that have always driven the big machine of 
our society. 


Conditioning men, training them to do that, was necessary. 


If the world wanted to continue its forward march it needed to entice little 
boys with fictions of glory that would forge their identities as the architects 
and the engineers of the world around them. It was an easy sell given the 
perhaps innate tendency in males to risk and to accomplish more than the 
man next to him. 


We have thus, from generation to generation, raised our men on a steady 
diet of stories about saviors, knights and world-building heroes. We train 
them see themselves in accordance with those fables, sometimes brutally. 
We teach them that their worth is actually their worth to the wants and 
needs of others. We instruct them to see themselves as worthless for doing 
or being anything other than what we expect them to be. 


This kind of thinking probably had its appropriate place in a world that was 
driven by constant and immediate survival needs. There is no doubt that 
without humankind benefitting from male sacrifice, you would not be 
sitting there reading this over an internet connection in a safe and 
comfortable environment, perhaps half a world away. 


So do we need to continue this kind of dependence on men to sacrifice 
unthinkingly for the needs of others? Seven billion examples of a species 
now dominating the planet and traveling the solar system suggest not. 


Yet we continue on in the same mode, blinded by habituation and the 
thoughtlessness that comes with it. 


The problem that we glean from this is clear. The labels of hero, savior and 
other forms of “real” manhood are now just euphemisms for the disposable 
servants we have become as an entire class of human beings. We proudly 
retell tales of sacrifice to our sons, even as the story of their own lives 
emerges — singing paeans to the yoke. 


Such are the stories all little boys are raised on: 


Book for 2-5 yr old boys, with battery-operated button that produces the sound of a damsel 
screaming 


The stories seem harmless and even cute in isolation from their real-world 
implications. As fantasies we delight in them. But it pays to remember our 
identities consist, as Shakespeare said, of such stuff as dreams are made. 
The stories we absorb are the stories we enact, and in this case we enact 
them to the neglect of ourselves and our larger human potential. 


The psychotherapeutic world has long understood the equation ‘narrative 
becomes identity’ — and the field is populated with therapies whose sole 
aim is to construct new narratives for our lives. Beginning with Freud’s 
‘talking cure’ and later archetypal psychology, cognitive psychology 
(scripts), narrative psychology, cognitive narratology (etc.), narrative 
therapy leads the way to healing and self-respect. 


Men, in particular, are story creatures. Our psyches literally rely on them for 
existence as much as our bodies rely on food. We create stories about 
“who” we are; about the world we live in and our place in it; and about how 
we are meant to relate to others — men, women and children. Without them 
we lack orientation and are left with an existential vertigo. 


Whatever you want to call them—scripts, myths, narrations, schema or 
stories—we can’t live without them. However, like a bad dose of salmonella 
some narratives will give you a case of mental dysentery leading even unto 
death by overwork or suicide — such is their power to direct your behavior. 
Psychologists, good ones anyway, refer to these as pathologizing narratives 
and try to weed them out of your mental garden. 


But who is to decide what a pathological narrative is? Surely it is not the 
feminist psychologists who now dominate nearly every part of the 
therapeutic landscape with pathological narratives. 


The problem with all mainstream therapy, which is now nearly synonymous 
with feminist therapy, is that it doesn’t recognize gynocentrism as a 
problem or perhaps doesn’t see it at all. So they have no model for guiding 
men out of pathological (gynocentric) narratives and into new ones that 
might release them from the old script. In fact what they usually do, despite 
superfical overtures about therapy that focuses on the needs of the client, is 
actively encourage men to stay lodged in the depth of the gynocentric 
mythos. 


How many men feel (and actually are) waylaid, ambushed and taken 
hostage by female-centric ideas when they enter couples counseling? How 
often do you hear that men are resistant to therapy because they don’t want 


to express feelings, only to see the same purveyors of that idea rush in to 
shame men the moment they open up? 


How many men would benefit from understanding that they cannot begin to 
identify who and what they are without first ending the unhealthy reliance 
on women, and others with a conflict of interest, as sources of approval in 
their lives? 


There is a reason that men don’t trust therapists. It is because there are so 
many therapists who don’t trust men. Those practitioners are more likely to 
use men than to help them. 


We don’t just make narratives up — in many ways they make us up. So it’s 
important to not let the culture write the script for us, the script that 
inevitably leads to the belief that we are rapists and emotional failures, that 
women are damsels, that we are knights in the Order of Chivalry, and that 
we must suffer our lives for the principles of gynocentrism. Like the 
tattered novel you just can’t seem to finish reading, throw it in the trash and 
hunt for a new book, a better book, one that will bring value to your life. 


If you are searching for a therapist make sure and ask one question: “Have 
you heard of gynocentrism?” If they haven’t walk away and don’t hire 
them. In fact be prepared to do so much walking away that your steps will 
number enough to walk around the entire planet three times. Doing therapy 
with men without a fundamental understanding of gynocentism is like 
trying to teach algebra without a fundamental understanding of 
mathematics. 


The task of the gynocentrism-savvy therapist is to facilitate the male client’s 
rewriting of his own story. The (completely imaginary) book will have a 
beginning, a middle and an end with a compelling plot throughout. It 
doesn’t matter what the new fiction is, as long as it works for the client. It 
can be anything the therapist helps the client envision for himself during the 
course of therapy. They leave the therapy sessions with a new novel in 
which they are the protagonist, leading a gynocentrism-free life of self- 
determination. 


The above underscores the importance of having a healthy narrative to live 
by. A good therapist can help you achieve that — if you need assistance at 
all. Some of us, many actually, can write our novels without help. Just make 
sure that the narrative you adopt is one that allows you to be a fully 
functioning human being. If your current story doesn’t achieve that, burn it 
and dream up something new. 


Dream big, but most importantly, dream what you choose. 


7. Narrative therapy with men 


As men, we are born into the storybook world of brave knights saving 
damsels, stoic acts in the face of pain and suffering, and glorious deeds of 
male heroics. All these things constitute the psychological diet on which 
boys are raised. 


Whether Sir Lancelot, Superman, a great athlete or firefighter, these 
archetypes silently shape our identity and direct our behaviors, often for the 
better and often at great cost. They are the living templates men use to map 
their world, to construct their sense of self, and to direct their behaviors in 
relationships with others. 


Therapy with men, then, must involve a significant and compassionate 
understanding of the narratives that guide them, and must work within those 
narratives to carve out a path toward meaningful change. 


To that end we will tentatively title a male-friendly approach to working 
with men, a Narrative Therapy With Men. 


Before we get into the nuts and bolts of narrative therapy, we need first to 
examine the place where therapy, coaching and counseling happens, which 
is more often than not an environment tailored to suit female sensibilities. 


The Therapeutic Setting 


Many therapy rooms have pretty decor, flowers, artwork, an essential-oil 
diffuser, and of course face-to-face seating positioned to honor the typical 
female preference for eye-to-eye contact and sharing. 


You will find tissues placed conveniently on a side table in a decorative 
box, conveying the silent expectation of tears, shared feelings, and 
emotional catharsis. 


In a way the therapy office mimics an hour at the cafe sipping lattes, for 
which women might prepare by thinking about what clothing to wear and 
what juicy bits of personal drama they might like to share. Then to round it 
off with all the sincerity of here’s your bill and have-a-nice-day. 


So much for the male friendly therapy environment. 


Imagine instead a therapy office in the boiler room of a ship, in a workshop, 
a park, a building site, mechanics shed or a sports locker room, with seating 
arrangements that allowed men to sit at 45 degree angles or side by side — 
engaged in some kind of task if they wished. 


Imagine too if we were to engage in some kind of typical male play or 
industry — not just Jungian sandplay or water-color art therapies as suits the 
more effeminate sensibilities of women, but hands on therapy — while 
driving a truck, fixing the engine of a car or building a piece of furniture. 


Or, if you prefer, something recreational. Standing on a pier fishing, hiking 
up the side of a hill or sitting beside a campfire. 


When it comes to communication, men like a medium, something through 
which to channel their energy. 


Lea Winerman, a staff writer for the American Psychological 
Association asks us to “imagine the Marlboro man in therapy.” 


“The image just doesn’t compute, does it?” she half-asks, half-declares. 
Then she adds with obligatory condescension, “The Marlboro man wouldn’t 
admit to needing help.” 


We can agree with Winerman that it is impractical to expect the Marlboro 
Man to sit in a feminized office, with a feminist-trained female counselor 
and gush his emotions on demand. But perhaps he would be more open to 
discussing his issues while riding a horse, stacking bales of hay or enjoying 
a beer? 


As with boys, who are more engaged when kinetic learning is applied to the 
school curriculum, men too are generally more inclined to thrive outside of 
the prettified and sedentary counselor’s office — in the world where real 
life takes place. 


For most men the average counseling office is not only in poor taste, it is at 
once anesthetizing and pressurized. It is an environment where the senses 
are dulled and that urges male participants to do something that is already 
likely a problem in their lives — the expectation to perform for the benefit of 
a woman. 


This is a critical point to make. As we examine the narratives of men, as we 
look at their stories, what we find with great redundancy is the expectation 
for them to perform for women. From the mandate to please mothers, to 
protection and provision for women, to heroic sacrifice and even down to 
the basic assumed responsibility for the female orgasm, we see men in a 
role to satisfy through performance. 


What then can possibly be happening in the minds of men sitting in female 
dominated space, box of tissue at their side, with a woman saying “tell me 
how you feel” about this or that? Even worse, asking such probing 


questions with the implication that he is an empty emotional vessel in need 
of her redemption. 


There is little there for most men. Indeed, if we honestly and 
compassionately examine the narrative of men’s lives, we have to agree 
with Ms. Winerman again. There is no reason to imagine why the Marlboro 
man, or any other man, would have much to say to her at all, and the ones 
who do are likely just caving to the pressure to perform. 


Without some kind of activity or medium to engage in other than naked 
personal drama and emoting, men tend to disengage. Feminist inspired 

therapy would have us believe that this is because men are emotionally 
stunted and ill-equipped to articulate feelings. 


In reality, the only thing men are ill-equipped at is being women, which is 
why standard talk-therapy is such a poor option for most of them. 


Like boys, men are more likely to connect with the therapist and be willing 
to table his issues (vs share his feelings) when they are engaged in 
something meaningful. 


Rather than shaming men as recalcitrant therapy clients, we must take a 
different approach and offer them a greater variety of places in which to 
speak to their issues. Therapy can still take place in the traditional face to 
face manner in an office, but it can also take place in any of the 
environments mentioned before, providing the therapist is willing to step 
out of his or her chair and begin walking, literally, while the therapy takes 
place. 


Alternatively, if the logistics of getting together with the therapist are 
restrictive, digital mediums like Skype can provide the platform, again with 
special consideration to sitting postures: men might prefer to sit at an angle 
to the camera and have the therapist do the same, or he might prefer the 
vision switched to off altogether. For the tech-savvy therapist male-friendly 
backgrounds for his digital office might be employed on request — a bar, a 
mechanics shed, a kitchen... you name it. 


And yes, unless a client has issues with alcohol, a beer during the session 
may not be out of the question. 


That proposition will seem scandalous to some practitioners. However, we 
estimate the knee-jerk hostility to such ideas is rooted firmly in an 
academically acquired ignorance of men and their needs. It is consistent 
with trying to put them into the female emotional mold. 


Finally, the language of the therapeutic session might need to undergo a 
similar revolution, depending on the client’s imagination, with less 
emphasis on unquantifiable metaphors like personal growth and 
empowerment, or on feelings, and more on metaphors of manual-activity to 
describe emotional processes; men speak in terms of wrestling with 
challenges, hammering problems out, trying to understand the mechanics of 
depression, and when considering objectives, they might hope to score a 
goal: to nail it, as it were. 


To summarize, a new therapy for men might consider utilizing new settings 
for conducting consultations, including the use of a wider range of manual 
activities — occupations and crafts — as therapeutic mediums. 


Having briefly sketched out the ‘where’ of therapy, we can now move onto 
the ‘what’ of the therapy. 


The Practice of Therapy 
Narrative Therapy with Men assumes the following principles as axiomatic: 


e Rejects misguided concepts like patriarchy theory and toxic 
masculinity. 

e By definition it is tailored exclusively to men’s experiences, 
men’s ways of thinking and behaving. 

e Does not hinge on demonizing or problematizing men 

e Sees learned detachment as essential to problem solving 

e Recognizes the unique emotional and psychological acumen of 
men 


e Sees the therapist as more of a coach or mentor than an 
emotional conduit. 

e Seeks to use men’s kinetic inclination as an asset, rather than 
treat it as an impediment to progress 

e Narratives, the building-blocks of our worldview become the 
focal point around which the therapy hinges, and include the 
following objectives: 


1. Identifying the current narrative 


The way we tell our story is the way we form our therapy,’ so the first task 
for each man is to narrate his story about himself and his world. These 
initial narratives form the primary datum which sets the future direction of 
the therapy, a direction completely unknown until the stories are verbalized. 


As Stories are shared, likenesses between them and popular cultural stories 
can be discussed — such as classical myths, fairy tales, biographies of the 
famous or from movies, to bring the material alive. The comparison stories 
act as bass chords that animate the material under discussion, and to help 
depersonalize the content so that it no longer seems unique and isolating — 
ie. such stories belong to our collective cultural history and are thus very far 
from personal. 


2. Externalizing the narrative 


Carl Jung was famed for saying “We don’t have complexes, the complexes 
have us.” The same can be said of narratives, including our personal ones. 
The stories and archetypes that drive our lives underscore the importance of 
gaining cognitive and emotional distance from them if we no longer wish to 
be held under their spell. 


This is a radical departure from where most therapies in the modern mold 
take men. In standard practice the agenda of the therapist is usually to drive 
the client toward reliving trauma or loss and articulating the feelings that 
surround those things. 


While practitioners with men need to have the skills to comfortably handle 
emotional upheaval when it happens, the objective is to help the client gain 
more distance from the inner turmoil, affording them an opportunity for 
practical, rational solutions. 


How else, for instance, can a man stop acting sacrificially with women, 
until he rejects the sacrificial role? And to reject that role, he must be able 
to see it from a more objective distance, in practical terms. Men rarely need 
assistance to realize they are in emotional hell with a woman. They often 
stay silently immersed in it, entangled hopelessly in trying to find solutions 
that are not forthcoming. 


While an exploration of childhood trauma, abusive parenting and 
unresolved grief may provide more insight into current life troubles, it will 
not provide what the client needs most. A path out. 


Externalizing a narrative, depersonalizing it, helps us to see it as separate 
from our own self-image, perhaps for the first time. By abstracting the story 
and dissociating from it we can more easily edit its details and gain 
mastery: the narrative no longer has us — we have it. 


The therapeutic practice of externalizing narratives has a long history 
beginning with Freud’s talking cure, Carl Jung’s ‘active imagination‘ to 
James Hillman’s practice of ‘seeing through narratives‘, and on to newer 
practices such as Narrative psychology and Narrative therapy. 


None of the aforementioned, however, have actively applied the technique 
to the stories men live by — a shameful oversight for therapies claiming to 
plumb the depths of human experience. 


The life of men has heretofore been shrouded in a cloud of repression, 
amnesia and denial, ironically aided and abetted by the very psychologists 
called to lift the lid on that repression. 


While some have claimed to help men raise consciousness, what in most 
instances has happened is therapists adding yet more layers of faulty text to 


an already burdensome set of male narratives. Narrative Therapy with 
Men aims to reverse the tradition of neglect. 


3. Problematizing the narrative 


A core tenet of Narrative Therapy with Men is that Men are not the 
problem, the narrative is the problem. 


We view this approach to be corrective on its face. Men are universally 
saddled with the artifacts of a faulty narrative. Whether that is driven by a 
failure to be heroic or successful enough to fulfill historic male 
expectations, or whether it is the more modernized narrative of toxic 
masculinity, or both, men typically see themselves as the source of the 
problem. 


Continually failing to fix themselves, which their narrative does not allow 
them to do, aggravates the situation all the more. 


Portions of a given narrative may be destructive and other parts may not, 
which a joint, detached exploration can discover. It can lead to a discarding 
of the dysfunctional parts and a retention of those parts retaining value and 
importance to individual men. 


It is as simple as keeping what works and tossing out what doesn’t, which is 
easier said than done. We view the main obstacle to that, though, as a lack 
of detachment. 


For instance, shame can be a huge impediment. A man can see a problem, 
but without detachment, his experience of shame can drive him to deny, 
minimize and avoid the problem. Until, of course, the problem rears its 
head, causes pain, and the cycle starts all over again. 


The only way, we argue, to interrupt that, is through healthy detachment. 
An Ear for Men has detailed numerous examples of destructive narratives 


for men, such as the belief that men are inherently flawed, that they belong 
to and benefit from Patriarchy, that they must ignore their health to be 


worthy of relationships, or that their role in life is to serve women in one 
capacity or another while denying their own needs and value. 


To these the new therapy for men applies the razor, surgically removing 
criticisms of men and replacing them with narratives of self-worth. And, 
importantly, it allows men the use of their logic and reason to guide the 
surgery, not their emotional reaction to the problem. 


4. Exploring potential new narratives 


Life does not tolerate a void. That is why isolating problem narratives and 
the work of deleting them runs concurrent with a process of re-narration. In 
this a therapist and client can be imagined as co-authors working on a 
novel, where therapist co-writes or ghost-writes a new narrative, running a 
red pen though all the toxic text. 


The new text can be literally anything the client dreams up. The practitioner 
consults with the client, offers observations, but otherwise gets out of the 
way and allows the client to have the lead role in the creative aspects of the 
process. 


Narratives men adopt to break free from limiting expectations need not be 
reduced to reactions against the original problem-riddled narrative, which 
places the response into a narrow formula of thesis and antithesis. An 
example of that approach is seen in the tendency of some men to replace 
misandric narratives with misogynistic narratives. Or, perhaps, men who 
have been sexually rejected who seek to correct with sexual conquests. 


An example of narratives structured along the lines of antithetical reactions 
vs. more liberating and proactive possibilities was elaborated in an earlier 
article at An Ear for Men, titled Values-based approach to gynocentrism for 
men. There we are given the example of three narratives: 


1. A gynocentric narrative in need of deletion 

2. An anti-gynocentric reactive narrative, and 

3. A proactive narrative which transcends the for-and-against- 
gynocentrism binary 


5. Nailing down a narrative 


The goal of the new narrative is to serve as a values-centered approach to 
dealing with self and world. 


This part can be somewhat tricky. Values, or what we consider good and 
bad, right and wrong, purposeful or meaningless, are by necessity a product 
of our narrative. And they can be as destructive as the narrative itself. 


For instance, you can ask a man to tell you about his values. He might tell 
you that among them are honesty and integrity. So far, so good. But he may 
also follow that up by saying his values drive him to sacrifice for the benefit 
of a woman, that a real man takes care of women and shields them from 
hardship. 


The problem with that, as may be apparent, is that millions of men have led 
themselves to misery, ruin, and even to death, with precisely these values. It 
is not that their intent is flawed but that they have allowed values for which 
they have no conscious etiology to put them behind the wheel with a 
blindfold on, mindless of any values that might have addressed their self- 
preservation. 


Again, a detached review of values, and how they stem from personal 
Narrative is a necessity. 


A yvalues-centered ideology is established and articulated by the client at 
some time during the process of consultations. He may already have his 
core values clarified and will want to proceed with a narrative that honors 
them. Alternatively, he may feel his values have been implanted from 
without or inherited without consent, foreign objects that have brought 
harm to his health and wellbeing and so seeks to construct a new set of 
values and an accompanying life script that will do them justice. This can 
all be done with a practitioner, or simply on a man’s own volition, or with a 
trusted friend. 


That, then is a brief outline of Narrative Therapy with Men. It is not 
intended to be complete, and is indeed still a nascent approach to working 
with men. The psychological disciplines, as mentioned earlier, have hinted 
at this approach, have skirted the ideas contained here but without 
breaching the sacred wall of feminized psychology. 


Now we set about the work of expanding on these ideas and calling on 
others to do the same. 


References: 
[1] “The way we tell our story is the way we form our therapy” is a quote 


from Patricia Berry’s essay ‘An Approach To The Dream,’ Spring Journal of 
Archetype and Culture (1974). 


8. Self-respect isn’t earned, it’s 
taken 


There is a crisis of self-respect for men in this culture. It also appears 
anything but coincidence that the men who fail to respect themselves live in 
a culture where the respect of men in general is at an all-time low. 


It is easy to turn the evidence for this into a redundant diatribe, but the facts 
on the ground are just too compelling to gloss over. Our returning combat 
vets are dying more from the neglect of the government who sent them into 
harm’s way than they are from enemy action. Our overall treatment of them 
would be a national disgrace if enough people respected or even gave a 
damn about men. Fact is, they don’t. 


We have been watching the wholesale demonization of men on college 
campuses for years now. It is open season on men and their civil liberties in 
academe, even as the culture yawns in response to each life being destroyed 
in the name of ideology. 


Loving fathers enter our family court system; a system that makes them the 
default demon, estranges them from their children and saddles them with 
the financial support of the very person using that corrupt system to destroy 
them. 


Again, from society: Shrug. Whatevs. 


The media continues its onslaught of lies about everything male in news 
and opinion, all of it sandwiched between advertising that paints men as 
feckless incompetents who could not buy a new Chevrolet or take two 
Tylenol for a headache without a woman’s guidance. 


There is more, much, much more; a mental health industry that actually 
considers the destruction of men to be good therapy, especially family 
therapists whose method is to encourage men to live with and tolerate all 
manner of abuse. 


Men who are seeking to improve their self-esteem often pay to have it 
further damaged by the sick ideologues that permeate the “helping” 
professions. 


It is particularly fortuitous then, that “self-esteem” is largely a joke. It is 
nothing more than an elusive butterfly, concocted by self-help hucksters and 
hacks in order to keep people engaged in their services. If they can keep 
you chasing the promise of something that does not exist in any measurable 
way they can keep you paying them to find it. 


That is the only reason you hear terms like “self-esteem” from mental 
health professionals, and why you never hear the term “self-respect.” 


Self-esteem is how you feel about yourself, which is subject to change at 
any moment in any person under any number of varying circumstances. It is 
impossible to measure or quantify which means in many ways that it is an 
utterly worthless goal unless you are in the business of selling dreams. 


Self-respect, on the other hand, is about how you treat yourself and what 
kind of treatment you will tolerate from others. It is clearly and 
unmistakably measurable. And more importantly, it is completely attainable 
regardless of outside influences. 


Anyone can clearly see and measure how they are treating themselves and 
what sort of treatment they tolerate from others. In short, people know 
when they are being crapped on, and when they are enabling it. Failing to 
act on that in a self-respectful way falls squarely in the lap of the individual. 


Rather than being a disadvantage, that is the trump card in your hand if you 
are determined to play it. Self-respect is about your behaviors. It is about 
your choices, and I would wager to say that handing that over to the care of 
anyone but yourself is one of the poorest choices you can ever make. That 


does add a degree of difficulty because it puts the responsibility in your lap 
to get it done. But of course that is true of everything else in life. 


That truth leads to an unassailable fact. You can instinctively handle most 
anything life throws at you if you respect yourself enough to keep your own 
best interests at the forefront. 


In fact, I think it more than fair to say that you could take the average man, 
put him through a gender studies program, send him through a nightmare 
marriage with a personality disordered basilisk, take his children and his 
assets in the divorce and drive his own family and friends to blame him for 
the entire mess, and his self-respect would still be within relatively easy 
reach. 


If he has the spine to take it. 


Having that spine, too, is simply a matter of his choice, far removed from 
his life circumstances. 


Spine is not bestowed or gifted from others. It is not something you earn by 
graduating from man school. It cannot be located and delivered by a friend, 
a therapist or clergy. Spine is taken, without compunction or apology, and 
without hesitation. There is not a man on earth who can’t do it, there are 
just too many who won’t. 


It should be clarified here that calling on people to find their spine is not a 
thinly veiled euphemism for “man up.” Far from it. Women need spine, too. 
All humans do. It is undeniably a must in human mental health for all 
people to have boundaries; to have limits on how they are treated. Not 
having a spine does not make you less of a man, but it does make you less 
human and less healthy. 


Once a man takes what belongs to him, namely his own spine, the battle is 
more than half over. Self-respect is a learned behavior. You can learn how 
to practice self-respect and with practice you only get better, but if you 
don’t go into it with an upright spine you are wasting your time. 


A little secret, if you actually do have a good grip on your own spine, your 
need for someone to show you how to grow and maintain your self-respect 
will quickly lessen. And your need for useless ideas like self-esteem will 
simply vanish. 


I am not trying to oversimplify. Much of this requires a form of courage 
most men have had pounded out of them. This is especially true for men 
who have been taught to disrespect themselves — either from their families 
or other significant relationships stretching through the span of their lives. 
Add to that the way society often treats men and you end up with a lack of 
self-respect in men on a cultural level. 


It is still your choice. And it will happen for any man who is willing to turn 
his back on every situation in life that demeans him. If that means kicking a 
crazy woman to the curb, then he simply (if not easily) has to choose his 
self-respect over his fear of loss and/or rejection. He has to let his spine call 
the shots, and then spine up and take on whatever emotions result from that. 
When the grief is over, the spine will be stronger, and its value much more 
appreciated. 


For some it may involve rejecting the abusive treatment of a dysfunctional 
parent or even a dysfunctional child, and rejecting any notion of guilt that 
goes with it. 


Understanding the value of that can be as simple as facing the fact that as a 
man without self-respect your capacity as a romantic partner, family 
member, father or son may be far less beneficial to anyone than you 
mistakenly imagine it to be. 


And if we really want to take it into the pain zone, your value to yourself 
can only be diminished by a lack of self-respect. 


Advice is cheap, and easy to give. Nonetheless I am going to offer some 
here for those who want it. 


Your self-respect belongs to you. Take it. You don’t need permission or 
approval and if you are waiting for either of those things you are missing 


the point. Take it! Wrest it from the hands on anyone else trying to hold it 
like they were a thief. Rip if from their grip and dare them to try to take it 
back. 


If they try, get them out of your life and don’t let them back in till they can 
pull their head out of their ass and recognize your agency and your 
humanity. 


If you won’t do that, get used to a very sorry lot in life, and living with the 
knowledge that you have chosen your own misery. I know, this is closing on 


a cold note. 


This book is dedicated to the idea that the truth often has a chilly edge. 


9. Don’t just do something, SIT 
THERE 


“To be or not to be- that is the question.” 
Shakespeare 


Being is vital to the health of everyman but is rarely given the consideration 
it deserves: Being at a cafe, being in nature, being with a friend, being at 
home, being at peace. Smelling the roses. If allowed, these things have 
potential to replace some of the incessant doing that drives men’s existence 
too early into the coffin. 


We’ve all heard the phrase Women are human beings and men are human 
doings.’ It’s one of those catchy, hummable lines that everyone agrees with 
before it slips again from conscious awareness — even as it remains in front 
of our eyes and in our daily behavior. Even as it slips from awareness the 
fact remains that doing without being, and being without doing, bespeak 
unbalanced lives, ones that can and do lead to pathology. 


The question we need to ask is what are we doing about it? I don’t mean 
what are we doing about it as a movement, but what are we, each of us, 
doing about it in our own personal lives. While some men are already 
addressing the balance, others may still be searching for the right balance, 
and for a better understanding of what’s at stake. 


Pediatric psychiatrist Donald Winnicott contends that not only is being 
more important than doing in regards to psychological health, but that being 
must precede doing in order for doing to have significance: 


“Being is at the centre of any subsequent experience in life. In fact if 
the individual has not had the opportunity to simply be, his future 


does not augur well in terms of the emotional quality of his life. The 
likelihood is that this individual will feel empty.” 


“Now I want to say: ‘After being—doing and being done to. But first, 
being.” 


“The ability to do, therefore, is based on the capacity to be. The 
search and discovery of the sense of self, in the context of therapy, is 
all to do with finding an identity.” 


“Tt cannot be overemphasized that being is the beginning of 
everything, without which doing and being done to have no 
significance. 
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Being, according to Winnicott, is more important to 
mental health, and is ironically the thing males are most encouraged to 
forego in favour of doing. You’d better not relax and simply be — there is 
work to be done! 


The trend of separating boys and girls along these lines starts early. The boy 
gets a dump truck and a Bob the Builder toolkit, and the girl receives a Be 
Yourself Barbie™. Through the person of Barbie girls learn the experience 
of ‘being’ in a doll’s house, and being relaxed, being pretty, being ugly, 
being among friends, being at a cafe, being married, or being happy, sad, 
jealous or vain. That’s the psychological cloth little girls are cut from. 


The first question we ask a boy is “What sport do you play,” or “What kind 
of work do you want to do when you grow up?” Men are taught to be action 
figures who work, do the wage earning, do the repairs, or do their girlfriend. 
As long as they are doing something, we assume they are in their rightful 
place. 


But doing can only return value if the person first exists. If he doesn’t feel 
like he exists on a basic level, all efforts in doing have no meaning because 
there is no ‘me’ doing the doings. In that instance all doing becomes futile 
because it never leads to a sense of me-ness. Or, if doing does provide a 
momentary illusion of me-ness, it all vanishes the moment activity stops. 
When all is still, with no future plans, many men are swallowed by an 
existential void. 


With the modern mandate that men do and women be, there’s a dearth of 
male models for how to be. So for the purpose of this article lets revive a 
classical source illustrating what men have lost and why we would do well 
to rediscover it. For our purpose let’s consult the 2,600 yr old sage Lao Tzu, 
who cultivated a philosophy of non-doing (Wu wei), defined as follows: 


Wu wei(Chinese: {f ) is an important concept in Taoism that literally 
means non-action or non-doing. In the Tao te Ching, Lao Tzu explains that 
beings (or phenomena) that are wholly in harmony with the Tao behave in a 
completely natural, uncontrived way. The goal is, according to Lao Tzu, the 
attainment of this purely natural way of behaving, as when the planets 
revolve around the sun. The planets effortlessly do this revolving without 
any sort of control, force, or attempt to revolve themselves, instead 
engaging in effortless and spontaneous movement.’ 


Being aware of the importance of the doing/being dichotomy, one of the 
first books I gave my son, at the tender age of 10, was a children’s version 
of the Tao Te Ching by Lao Tzu. We read it together and enjoyed some 
interesting discussion about the wise old sage, especially about his 
contention that the wise man “Acts without doing” — What did it mean? 
I’m not entirely sure if we got the meaning right, but we decided it meant to 
‘act’ in the way you want to act, without ‘doing’ what others demand or 
expect from you. 


Lao Tzu book for 7-10 yr old boys “Therefore the wise one acts without doing" 


In another translation the old sage says, Act without doing; work without 
effort. In each of these phrases he seems to be saying let it come naturally, 
let it arise out of being, and not from pressures from the outside world. 


None of this is to suggest that boys and men shouldn’t be active in the 
world. The good news for men seeking that greater balance is that you don’t 
have to sacrifice doing in the process. Most men really MUST do in order 
to be healthy. But there is a distinction to be made here between healthy and 
unhealthy doing. 


It’s one thing to act from a spontaneous sense of self — a being self — and yet 
another to operate from compliance with the wishes of others because you 
were raised on a narrative of utility. Those living the narrative of utility 
must first become conscious of that before giving themselves over to an 
exploration of being, and if that consciousness is not first achieved then it’s 
guaranteed that your attempts at being will be interrupted by internal guilt 
or by shaming from those who have most to lose from you walking off the 
plantation. 


As per Lao Tzu we don’t stop doing but rather become more conscious of 
our motives so that doing can emerge from a different center — not 


gynocentric duty, but conscious choice grounded in the ability to be. 


One of Lao Tzu’s main disciples Chuang Tzu elaborates the topic: 


Heaven does nothing: its non-doing is its serenity. 
Earth does nothing: its non-doing is its rest. 
From the union of these two non-doings 
All actions proceed, 

All things are made. 

How vast, how invisible 

This coming-to-be! 

All things come from nowhere! 

How vast, how invisible- 

No way to explain it! 

All beings in their perfection 

Are born of non-doing. 

Hence it is said: 

“Heaven and earth do nothing 

Yet there is nothing they do not do.” 


Where is the man who can attain 
To this non-doing?* 


Remaining with our fictional character Lao Tzu a little longer, let’s consider 
the traditional tea-making ceremony legend says he helped to found. Just as 
Barbie is famed for her tea parties in which she teaches girls the arts of 
being among friends, Lao Tzu is credited with the first Chinese tea 
ceremony, a ritual centered in the experience of stillness and presence. 


We may be reluctant to talk about a ‘Tao of Barbie,’ with her narcissistic 
overtones, but the tea drinking ceremonies of the Chinese and Japanese 
cultures deserve a nod to the noble Tao of Lao Tzu. 


Taoism, like most ancient religions, talks about the balance between work 
and repose. By way of contrast, while Barbie also teaches girls that a 
work/life balance is possible, it’s not certain that Barbie takes the work part 
of that equation very seriously. 


To summarize, a common element running through all narratives about men 
is doing. We hear it in phrases like “All work, no play,” “Don’t just sit 
there, do something!,” and “No rest for the wicked.” Men slave for 
gynocentric culture as its saviors, fix-it men, martyrs, protectors, laborers, 
office-workers, and heroes — all narratives based on doing. But there’s good 
reason for men to break from the cycle of servitude to enjoy some moments 
of being — being for themselves. 


It’s time we stopped for a cup of tea: ritually made, mindfully sipped, with 
or without friends, and without a need to watch the clock for the next round 
of work. 
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Pathology 


10. Anger and depression 


Men who speak out about personal issues, and those advocating men’s 
issues are sometimes charged with being ‘angry men.’ The accusation is 
designed to reduce a man’s story to a single emotion; no longer a man 
telling his story with a tone of anger, but a storyless freak whose entire 
manhood is synonymous with anger — angry man — no more and no less 
than a single taboo emotion. 


By labeling him an angry man, a complex human being is reduced to a one- 
dimensional caricature that dehumanizes him, discredits his claims to a 
wider audience, and ultimately aims to censor his evidence of pain or unfair 
treatment. The implication is that angry men are irrational and should be 
listened only after they have calmed down and domesticated the raw 
emotionalism. However calming down would be better termed as pushing 
down, because that’s what happens to a man’s concerns and sense of 
passion in the face of the angry man charge. 


Calming down leads that initial anger, which longs to effect positive 
changes to the world, to look for another outlet. Sometimes it intensifies 
into destructive or violent acting out, or worse, is converted into a neurotic 
self-censorship through the aid of drugs, depression and not infrequently 
suicide. If censorship is the desired aim of the angry man taunt, then suicide 
is delivering it in spades. 


One would assume psychotherapists and counselors are savvy to the 
therapeutic benefits of anger, and sometimes they are. The more aware 
therapist knows that even the famous and talented are driven to greatness by 
giving expression to anger, with the trick being to direct it intelligently 
toward a goal. 


The bulk of the therapeutic industry however is captured by the feelgood 
cliches of PC culture, advising men to find ways other than anger to express 
themselves, referring to it as an ‘anger problem,’ or ‘toxic anger’ or perhaps 
simply ‘unhealthy anger.’ Such practitioners are unlikely to consider any 
expression of anger acceptable, preferring instead to nip it in the bud with 
kindly admonishments about it being a barrier to progress and personal 
growth. 


While we can agree that some expressions of anger move beyond healthy 
expression and into the rage-zone, these incidents often come on the tail of 
being ignored, perhaps serially and over a long periods of time when a man 
is expressing anger within more normal ranges. That rejection is what the 
PC therapist ironically tends to specialize in through his refusal of the anger 
that a man might otherwise use to articulate what’s pissing him off. 


For many men anger is the vehicle that gets the message out, a message that 
remains buried in its absence. 


The purpose of emotions, or rather the aim of them is to find a way out; as 
tears on the cheek, smiles on the lips, clenched fists, or the quivering of the 
bowels. Anger likewise wants out — as outrage. In this move anger finds a 
target; it rages out at the family law courts, the misandric TV ads, the lack 
of funding for male health problems, infant circumcision, male 


homelessness. Outrage gets political — takes its concerns to the polis; letters 
to politicians, making a stand at the polling booth, a placard in the street, or 
thoughts written on a blog. So too with a man’s personal life; his long hours 
in a shitty job, his pressurized marriage to a nagging wife, his lack of 
liesure time, all of which might be tackled with some healthy outrage. 


We don’t even need to have solutions to the things we’re angry about, at 
least not initially. As the late psychologist James Hillman suggests we can 
start out with an empty protest: 


Take your outrage seriously, but you don’t force yourself to have 
answers. Trust your nose. You know what stinks. Don’t try to replace 
the helpless frustration you feel, the powerless victimization, by 
working out a rational answer. The answers will come, if they come, 
when they come, to you, to others, but don’t fill in the emptiness of 
the protest with positive suggestions before their time. First, protest! I 
don’t know what should be done about most of the major political 
dilemmas, but my gut (my soul, my heart, my skin, my eyes) sinks, 
creeps, crawls, weeps, cringes, shakes. It’s wrong, simply wrong, 
what’s going on here.' 


How different his advice from that of the average therapist! The idea here is 
that we follow our animal response to the insults and thoughtlessness of the 
world around us, and not follow the therapists’ advice that we have cold 
rational answers before we open our mouths in protest. 


The real danger here is that if you don’t get the anger out, if you don’t 
engage in outrage, it always finds another way. One of those ways is 
through conversion of anger to psychosomatic symptoms, often crippling 
ones which cause long-term disease and disability. Alternatively the 
reaction might be to convert anger into a less outwardly destructive mood 
such as depression, which is all too common. The old saying “Anger turned 
inward is depression” rings true for far too many men. 


The process of anger morphing into depression can be referred to as 
sublimation, a swapping of a supposedly unacceptable emotion for a more 
acceptable one in the eyes of our PC culture. The end result of that process 


is often suicide, and the therapeutic industry is directly implicated for some 
of those suicides by reason of its suppression of male clients’ anger. 


On the other side of that coin, depressed people who receive 
encouragement to express anger often experience a lessening of their 
depressive symptoms and suicidal thoughts. Psychologists have given 
moving accounts of men who, when put in touch with the things that anger 
them, experience a lifting of depression and witness the blood flow back 
into their cheeks. The upshot is that contrary to the therapists who 
recommend we men bury our anger, the opposite is a likely way to bring 
about psychological health. 


In summary it is therapeutic per se to express anger, and when allowed that 
opportunity it’s less likely to be intensified into uncontrolled rage or 
conversely transmuted into a death wish. The man-friendly therapist 
encourages expression of anger as a prophylactic against depression and 
suicide, and as a way to potentially reverse depression and suicidality in 
those already there. Outrage might even bring the bonus of changing an 
ugly world into a better one, because a man sticking apologetically to his 
convictions compels the world to sit up and listen. 
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11. Treating anxiety with a new 
narrative 


Anxiety may be the most pervasive “psychiatric” problem in the world. All 
the more interesting, then, that it is a problem with so little general attention 
in the media and the medical establishment. 


The symptoms can be a mildly annoying, with the occasional and 
temporary sense of unrest and unease. The reasons for it happening maybe 
quite obvious at the time. Then again, it can appear to come straight out of 
the blue. It can come or go without visible “triggers,” like high-stress 
events. 


In more extreme, but very common incidents of the disorder, the symptoms 
can be life-diminshing, horrific experiences. Full blown anxiety attacks, 
commonly known as “panic attacks” include tachycardia (rapid, runaway 
pulse), sweating palms, frightening disorientation, an overwhelming sense 
of impending death or doom and crippling levels of fear that last anywhere 
from minutes to hours. 


Even when the sufferer knows the events are not lethal; even after 
experiencing them hundreds of times, it does not put the sufferer at ease 
during an attack. Each one is as bad as the last. It can become a living hell 
in which the sufferer feels like a ticking time bomb in between debilitating 
attacks. 


The Latin root of anxiety is angere which means to choke, squeeze or 
compress tightly. That’s what happens to our bodies when anxiety hits — our 
chest muscles seize up and breathing tightens. Our neck constricts and 
creates a lump in the throat. We choke on the words, can’t get them out. 
Lips, face, hands, legs stiffen and make it hard to move, and our blood 
vessels constrict to create tension headaches. It’s as if we are caught by a 
giant who squashes us in his fist. 


Anxiety disorders are the most common of all psychiatric complaints, 
appearing at twice the rate of mood disorders such as depression and 
bipolar illness. Anxiety is characterized by: 


1. bodily symptoms of tension, racing heart, shakiness or sweating. 
2. state of uneasiness, nervousness, dread, distress, fear, panic and in 
extreme cases terror. 

3. apprehension about failure, misfortune or danger.’ 


Anxiety also colors the way we think, feel and act. “It is a petty monster,” 
writes author Daniel Smith “able to work such humdrum tricks as 
paralyzing you over your salad, convincing you that a choice between blue 
cheese and vinaigrette is as dire as that between life and death.” 


Numerous forms exist, including generalized anxiety disorder (GAD), 
social anxiety disorder, separation anxiety disorder, performance anxiety, 
stranger anxiety, agoraphobia, post-traumatic stress disorder, obsessive— 
compulsive disorder, situational anxiety, phobias and panic disorder to 
name but a few. Each has its own peculiarities and triggers (though they 
may be very difficult to identify), and each requires a different approach to 
understand and manage it. 


With so many anxiety disorders, we will limit ourselves to a category 
affecting men, one that you won’t find mentioned in the textbooks on 
therapists desks. 


The anxiety disorder with no name 


In the past, psychologists have spoken of ‘performance anxiety’ and 
‘castration anxiety’ as ways to understand men, but these terms do not go 
near far enough. Men’s anxieties are born of far broader concerns than 
having a metaphorical (or real) penis chopped off. 


The cause of men’s anxiety, in this case, is the the entire misandric culture 
they must daily rise from bed to face. Most men will be unaware of this as 
facing and dealing with misandric pressures is socially forbidden and often 


sequestered behind a wall of denial. It’s the culture itself that demands they 
perform, be in service, be under constant scrutiny and suspicion for 
wrongdoings, and one that will penalize them if they step out of line. 


In that sense, men’s denial of that anxiety is a survival mechanism. 


As aman in this world, if you are NOT anxious then there is either 
something terribly wrong with you or you are one of the lucky few who has 
unlocked the answers to this problem. 


All men (and boys) are under assault from social forces and the resultant 
anxiety is a natural response. These forces berate you every minute about 
your supposed violent tendencies, about rape culture, child maintenance, 
alimony and manning up for women. All of this punishes you with the 
stress of failure or the stress of disobedience. The whole society you live in 
colludes to keep you silent about all of it. 


So let’s talk about it. In fact, lets also give it a name — Misandric Culture 
Anxiety (MCA). To be perfectly blunt, we are asserting that the modern 
male gender role and the unattainable demands it places on boys and men in 
misandric culture causes mental illness in men. 

Among the many causes of anxiety, MCA is one of the big ones. And if you 
happen to have another underlying anxiety disorder, MCA will exacerbate 
it. If you have social phobias, MCA will make you even more nervous 
about mixing with other people. 


If you take Valium or alprazolam (Xanax) for generalized anxiety disorder, 
the added load of MCA will tempt you to unilaterally increase your dose. 
This is highly dangerous in terms of tolerance and addiction. Both Valium 
and Xanax are benzodiazepines which can have bad synergistic side effects 
with alcohol and which can both result in dangerous withdrawal symptoms 
from high doses over a prolonged period of time. Actually, withdrawal from 
these drugs can possibly kill you. 


The other problem, even aside from MCA, is that of tolerance. Like most 
other drugs, tolerance develops and higher doses are needed for the same 
therapeutic benefit. While they may provide short term solutions, these 


psychoactive drugs are a treatment that can easily become worse than the 
problem they are treating. 


While anxiety attacks may have very obscure triggers, reducing the overall 
exposure and impact of MCA on our lives can reduce the stress and anxiety 
that comes with it. Before touching on ways to do that, lets first have a look 
at the way men have traditionally dealt with it — by self-medicating, often 
destructively, as a way of reducing the choke-hold of anxiety. 


Is it any wonder men drink more alcohol? 


How many times are cocktails after work to “de-stress” actually just a form 
of self-medication for anxiety? How much of that becomes problem 
drinking because of tolerance? How many other drugs, particularly 
benzodiazepines, are combined with alcohol or otherwise abused to provide 
more synergistic effect on the anxiety? 


Anxiety can be difficult to treat. There are no magic cures and the many 
manifestations of anxiety require varied responses. However, there are 
general strategies that can, for many men, reduce anxiety and with it the 
need to self-medicate. The first thing to investigate is potential or known 
triggers, a no-brainer, but in this model it is done in conjunction with 
assessing the self-narratives that might be needlessly, pointlessly placing 
you in front of those triggers. If for instance your anxiety is triggered by a 
desire to provide for a woman, creating anxiety lest you fall short or fail in 
your “duty,” then you need to rewrite that narrative with one that changes 
your behavior and attitudes. 


If you can’t pinpoint the triggers, or they are ones you can t avoid, there are 
still ways to reduce the intensity of your anxiety. Neurofeedback 
treatments, along with efforts to monitor your body’s emotional arousal will 
help you better detect anxiety levels and apply strategies to regulate their 
intensity. But first you have to agree to pay attention to your own needs and 
well-being — something many men have a hard time doing. 


Meditation, breathing control, exercise, reducing caffeine (and other 
stimulants) can also help. Even some forms of cannibis are now 


demonstrating anxiolytic effects, though regarding that as a singular 
approach is something we deem to be unwise. Drugs that mask problems, 
even non addictive ones, do not ultimately lead to addressing the root 
causes of the problem. 


In some people, anxiety can be more or less “cured,” yet in others its 
symptoms can be made much more manageable. As always, the dedication 
and determination of the sufferer will have the greatest impact on results. 


It is a complicated subject which we will be handling in a series of articles 
in the future which are focused on solutions. 


One thing is certain, at least in our opinion. Any efforts to address anxiety 
issues in men without an intense focus on narrative reconstruction are 
substandard. If you want to reduce anxiety, you must change the 
expectations you place on yourself which produce it in the first place. You 
will also need to withdraw permission from the people in your circles, and 
society at large, to burden you with their expectations. 
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Relationships 


12. Recognizing superstimull 


Many students of sexual politics posit the “scientific” notion that our 
culture of gynocentrism is a basic biological reality; that we should either 
get with the program and enjoy it or bow out in a nihilistic fashion. 


An alternative explanation of gynocentrism suggests it is merely an 
exaggeration of human potential; one that leads to social and reproductive 
failure despite common beliefs. 


The bioscience lexicon can be helpful in understanding this. 


A superstimulus refers to the exaggeration of a normal stimulus to which 
there is an existing biological tendency to respond. An exaggerated 
response, or, if you will, superresponse, can be elicited by any number of 
superstimuli. 


For example, when it comes to female birds, they will prefer to incubate 
larger, artificial eggs over their own natural ones. 


Large, colorful eggs are a superstimulus. Leaving real eggs out to die is the 
superresponse 


Similarly, humans are easily exploited by junk food merchandisers. Humans 
are easily trained to choose products that cause heart disease, diabetes, and 
cancer over the nutritious food they evolved to eat and thrive on, simply by 
playing tricks on the taste buds and manipulating the starvation reflex. 


Sugar and refined carbohydrates are superstimuli. Consuming toxic 
substances is the superresponse. 


The idea is that healthy human behavior evolved in response to normal 
stimuli in our ancestor’s natural environment. That includes our 
reproductive instincts. The same behavioral responses have now been 
hijacked by the supernormal stimulus. 


From this perspective, we see that a superstimulus acts like a potent drug, 
one every bit comparable to heroin or cocaine which imitate weaker 
chemicals like dopamine, oxytocin, and endorphins, all of which occur 
naturally in our bodies. 


As with drug addictions, the effects of superstimuli account for a range of 
obsessions and failures plaguing modern man — from the epidemic of 
obesity and obsessions with territoriality to the destructive, violent and 
suicidal behaviors central to our modern cult of romantic love. 


An interesting tidbit about superstimuli of manufactured narcotics is the 
phenomenon known as “chasing the dragon.” It is a term that originated in 


the opium dens of China, and it refers to what happens the first time a 
person inhales opium vapor. The resulting euphoria is complete, even 
magical — the first time. 


Subsequent to that, the user tries again and again, with ever-increasing 
amounts of the drug, to re-create that first blissful high. They can’t do it. 
The brain is now familiar with the flood of manufactured opiates. The user 
gets high and very addicted, but the magic of the first experience is an 
elusive butterfly. 


They pursue it, though, with all their might, chasing the dragon they rode in 
their first experience. 


We see a Similar phenomenon with men trying desperately in their 
relationships with women to be rewarded with redeeming love, sex and 
approval, through the use of romantic chivalry. It sends them, like an addict, 
traveling the path of a Mobius strip, going in circles, chasing the dragon. 


There is little doubt in our minds how this happens. 


Here are three examples of human superstimuli, and how they are used to 
elicit a destructive superresponse in the human male. 


Artificially manufactured neoteny 


Neoteny is the retention of juvenile characteristics in body, voice or facial 
features. In humans, neoteny activates what is known as the parental brain, 
or the state of brain activity that promotes nurturance and caretaking. The 
activation occurs through something called an innate releasing mechanism. 


A classic example of an innate releasing mechanism is when seagull chicks 
peck at the parent’s beak to get food. 


Each adult seagull has a red spot on the underside of their beak, the sight of 
which instinctively triggers, or releases, the chicks to peck. It is the innate 
releasing mechanism. 


This innate releasing mechanism, of course, is essential to the survival of 
seagulls, and there is something like it to be found in all birds and mammals 
— any creature that cares for its offspring. In mammals, juvenility is one of 
the innate releasing mechanisms that unconsciously determine our 
motivations to protect and provide, thus ensuring the survival of the species. 


Juvenile characteristics in humans, however, can also be manipulated to 
gamer attention and support that far exceeds the demands of survival. 


In particular, neoteny is exploited by women to gain various advantages, a 
fact not lost on medical doctor and author Esther Vilar, who writes: 


“Woman’s greatest ideal is a life without work or responsibility — yet 
who leads such a life but a child? A child with appealing eyes, a 
funny little body with dimples and sweet layers of baby fat and clear, 
taut skin — that darling minature of an adult. It is a child that woman 
imitates — its easy laugh, its helplessness, its need for protection. A 
child must be cared for; it cannot look after itself. And what species 
does not, by natural instinct, look after its offspring? It must — or the 
species will die out. 


With the aid of skillfully applied cosmetics, designed to preserve that 
precious baby look; with the aid of helpless exclamations such as 
‘Ooh’ and ‘Ah’ to denote astonishment, surprise, and admiration; 


with inane little bursts of conversation, women have preserved this 
‘baby look’ for as long as possible so as to make the world continue 
to believe in the darling, sweet little girl she once was, and she relies 
on the protective instinct in man to make him take care of her.” ? 


Zoologist Konrad Lorenz discovered that images releasing parental 
reactions across a wide range of mammalian species were rounded heads 
and large eyes (left), compared with angular heads with proportionally 
smaller eyes that do not elicit such responses. 


Compare Lorenz’s images on the left with images of skilfully applied eye 
makeup above by the modern woman in search of romance. The many 
colored eyeshadows, eyeliners, and mascaras, not to mention the hours 
practiced in front of the mirror opening those eyes as wide as possible and 
fluttering — all designed to spur the viewer’s paleo reflexes into action. 


Neotenic female faces (large eyes, greater distance between eyes, and small 
noses) are found to be more attractive to men while less neotenic female 
faces are considered the least attractive, regardless of the females’ actual 
age.” And of these features, large eyes are the most effective of the neonate 


cues.“ — a success formula utilized from Anime to Disney characters in 
which the eyes of adult women have been supersized and faces rendered 
childish. 


Exaggeration of sexual qualities 


Clothing and postures which exaggerate the hips, thighs, ass, breasts have 
been cultivated for millennia. 


The cut, color, and drape of clothing; the underwear, corsets, lingerie and 
the shoes, hats, jewelry and other accessories make for a long study in the 
evolution of fashion — and in terms of sexuality they stand for nothing less 
than superstimuli designed to elicit an overload of sexual attraction in the 
viewer. 


Perhaps more interesting on the enhancement front is the arrival of plastic 
surgery designed to transform the body into a theater of superstimuli, 
sometimes with grotesque, even fatal results. Such is the risk invited and 
embraced in the pursuit of enhanced sex-appeal. 


Breast implants, butt implants, botox injections, nose jobs, tummy tucks, 


facelifts — all designed for enhanced sexuality, and even more importantly, 
enhanced power and control. 


Artificially intensified pair-bonding drive 


We have all heard the advice of the seasoned 
matron to younger women; “Don’t turn your love on like a tap or he will 
lose interest — withhold some affection and you’! always have him begging 
for more.” 


This message is now so widespread that animal-training techniques are 
being redeployed by women who wish to control their man’s attachment 
needs. In How to Make Your Man Behave in 21 Days or Less Using the 
Secrets of Professional Dog Trainers we read, 


“Consistently a dog is “nicest” when he wants to be fed. Then he becomes 
all wags and licks. A known trick for keeping a dog on his best behavior is 
to just fill his bowl halfway so he’s yearning for more. 


Same goes for his appetite for affection. Keep him in constant emotional 
hunger for you and he’ll be more attentive and easier to control.” 


As cruel as it sounds, withholding affection, sex, approval and love have 
become part of women’s repertoire of superstimuli used to coerce men into 
service. Perhaps there was a time when that service could have been 
considered an appropriate response to a survival oriented stimulus. Now, 
however, it has been replaced by superstimuli and male service has 
degenerated into a destructive superresponse. 


Such dating advice for women abounds on the internet with the aim to 
intensify a man’s desire by turning a secure bond, a necessity for healthy 


relationships, into a brass ring. Only on the ride of romantic chivalry, like 
all carnival sideshows, the game is rigged. The brass ring remains ever just 
out of reach. 


Men’s basic human need for love, acceptance, and security, is frustrated, 
leaving them in a perpetual cycle of deprivation. 


Indeed, it is one of the core principles of romantic love to keep the bond in 
the realm of tantalizing denial, and men, therefore in constant readiness to 
be manipulated and used. 


*The word tantalizing comes from the Greek 
story of Tantalus. Tantalus, as the fable goes, offended the Gods. His 
punishment was to be placed in a river with the water up to his neck. A tree 
full of ripe, red apples leaned toward him. 


The Gods afflicted him with a raging thirst and hunger. When he bent his 
head down to slake his thirst — the waters receded. Likewise, when he 
reached up to grab one of the apples, the branch recoiled higher and out of 
his reach. 


Women are socialized to tantalize men with the possibility of pair-bonding, 
to keep fruit of love ever out of reach, and to further muddy the waters with 
the dictates of romantic chivalry. 


If you want that pair-bond, which is to say if you want to be more 
tantalized, you had better greet her with flowers, hold the door open, and of 
course pick up the bill. 


Be prepared to live that way for the rest of your life, exiled to the river with 
Tantalus, ever thirsty and hungry. In modern times, simple attachment is 
transformed into something complex — an impulse now guided by customs 
of a romantic chivalry, designed to tilt maximum power toward the woman. 


Even when the pair-bond is supposedly attained, you may still experience 
the withdrawal of love, sex and approval as a method of control. It can even 
be worse once bonded than during the courtship process. 


Such behavior from women is not a simple, innate reflex, but one in which 
they are culturally educated and socialized. Most girls become fluent in 

the game of inclusion and exclusion, in groups or among friends, well 
before the reach the age of 10 and the meta-rules learned there reappear 
again in popular dating advice — rules designed to meddle in the attachment 
security we social creatures would otherwise enjoy sans the manipulations. 


The rules for women resonate shamelessly throughout an entire genre of 
literature: 


° Keep an air of mystery 

° Only put in 30 percent effort 

° Make him come to you 

° Never see him with less than 7 days notice 

° Never call him unless returning a call 

° Never return a call or text immediately 

° Make him approach you 

° Don’t call back immediately. You are a girl in demand. 
° End call first after 15 minutes ALWAYS. (Even though it 
sucks. He will call you more.) 

° Even if you are not busy, pretend like you are 


Those items are the product of a cursory scan of just two internet dating 
sites with advice for women. They are not, however, an invention of the 


information age. They are the long codified expressions of what women 
have been taught, from generation to generation, since the advent of 
romantic chivalry. 


They are obedience training basics for conditioning the romantically 
chivalrous man — superstimuli, powerfully effective in eliciting a 
superresponse. In this case, servile, blind sycophancy from weak, non- 
introspective men. 


Romantic Love 


Romantic love can be reconceptualized as a cluster of superstimuli, with 
each facet driving the human nervous system into over-excitement. That 
excitement tends to negatively impact men’s long-term welfare. The 
damage is not contained there. Our social and familial world is 
disintegrating rapidly under the excesses and toxicity of romantic love. Ina 
way, romantic love has become one of the most anti-human exploitations of 
human biology to ever grace our species. 


To understand where this originated we need to take a brief look at the 
history of romantic love, previously called courtly love, to show that the 
same elements were already at work at its inception. As laid out in great 
detail by medieval forebears, the literature reveals the same exaggerated 
neoteny, enhancements of sexuality, and the same obsessions surrounding 
control of romantic attachment. 


While the neoteny ploy has been in operation at least since ancient Egypt in 
the form of colored eyeshadow and eyeliners, the practice gained greater 
popularity after the Crusaders found eyelid-coloring cosmetics used in the 
Middle East and who spread the practice throughout Europe.” By the 
Middle Ages, European aristocrats were widely using cosmetics, with 
France and Italy becoming the chief centers of cosmetics manufacturing, 
including the use of stimulant compounds like Belladonna (Italian name 
meaning “beautiful woman”) that would make the eyes appear larger.’ 


Thus neoteny, manufactured by artisan techniques, became the cultural 
inheritance of each successive generation of girls who were — and still are — 
taught the art of applying and then displaying makeup, especially to the 
eyes. Such practices probably encouraged praises of women’s eyes in 
troubadour poetry, such as we read by the poet Ulrich von Liechtenstein in 
his autobiography titled In The Service of Ladies. There we read; 


“The pure, sweet lady knows well how to laugh beautifully with her 
sparkling eyes. Therefore I wear the crown of lofty joys, as her eyes 
become full of dew from the ground of her pure heart, with her laughing. 
Immediately I am wounded by Minnie.” 


Clothing too was always used to enhance sexuality, however fashions didn’t 
change much over the course of millennia and their sexual utility was not 
fully realized. The beginnings of frequent change in clothing styles, along 
with recognition of their multitude ways of enhancing sexuality, began in 
Europe at a time that has been reliably dated by fashion historians James 
Laver and Fernand Braudel to the middle of the 14th century — a period 


when sexualised items like lingerie and corsets began their rise to fame.’ 
I ji ( p $ 


Transiated trom the French “Mow extraordinary! This morning | 
tied a inot and this evening there is è bow” 


As mentioned earlier, the most powerful of romantic love’s tricks was the 
tantalizing of men with a promise of attachment, a goal that would remain 
largely out of reach. Stories of the troubadours attest to a hope-filled agony 
that plagued the male lover, with men dwelling in a strange kind of 
purgatory in waiting for a few “solaces” from the beloved. 


The medieval love-game went into full swing when codes of romantic 
conduct encouraged a toying with the two extremes of acceptance and 


rejection. Compare the above list of dating rules with the following list 
from The Art of Courtly Love — a love manual widely disseminated in the 
12th century: 


e Love is a certain inborn suffering. 

e Love cannot exist in the individual who cannot be jealous. 

e Love constantly waxes and wanes. 

e The value of love is commensurate with its difficulty of 
attainment. 

e Apprehension is the constant companion of true love. 

e Suspicion of the beloved generates jealousy and therefore 
intensifies love. 

e Eating and sleeping diminish greatly when one is aggravated by 
love. 

e The lover is always in fear that his love may not gain its desire. 

e The greater the difficulty in exchanging solaces, and the more the 
desire for them, and love increases. 

e Too many opportunities for seeing each other and talking will 
decrease love.’ 


Shakespeare’s most romantic of plays tells the same story, with Juliet 
keeping her lover midway between coming and going, between stable pair- 
bonding and the single life. Here Juliet tells her obedient lover; 


“Tis almost morning. I would have thee gone. 
And yet no further than a wanton’s bird, 

That lets it hop a little from his hand 

Like a poor prisoner in his twisted gyves, 
And with a silken thread plucks it back again, 
So loving-jealous of his liberty. 


To which Romeo replies, in accord with the expectations of romantic love; 
‘I would I were thy bird. 


Following this little detour into history we now come to a final juncture of 
this article where we ask Aristotle’s million dollar question — that for the 


sake of which. To what end are these superstimuli employed? 


Many would offer the cliched answer that such practices garner 
“reproductive success,” that the woman employing them gains a quality 
mate and produces offspring to perpetuate the species. But this explanation 
is too simple. For starters, there are other aims of a human life than 
reproduction; such as garnering of food resources, securing wealth, 
attachment needs, or of securing narcissistic gratification for a woman who 
may never intend to have offspring — the resources garnered via her 
carefully orchestrated superstimuli can serve other ends. 


Moreover, it appears not to have entered the minds of the reproduction 
enthusiasts that such strategies may, in fact, be deleterious to reproduction — 
all one has to do look at the failing relationships everywhere, lowering birth 
rates, and decaying societies in the West that do not portend a future of 
success riding on the back of the superstimuli we’ve grown so fond of 
exploiting. 


Narcissistic gratification is certainly one motive we’ve under-emphasized in 
our focus on reproduction, though it too is not the final motive. There can 
be nothing more gratifying to the narcissistic impulse than to wield power — 
as do most women — and to this end superstimuli places immense power in 
their hands. 


Narcissistic indulgence may well be a heavily socialized trait in modern 
women, but it also proves to be a short-term windfall with not so gainly 
long-term results. Evidence shows that the misery_index for women has 
risen sharply in the age when they “have it all.” 


= o summarize all that we’ve said, the 
extreme gynocentrism we live with today is a freak, a Frankenstein that on 
some level should not be, or at least should not be any more than the super- 
sized Cuckoo chick that swells in the nest of a tiny finch. It’s an event that 
our systems were not specifically designed for — yet we remain caught in 
the insoluble loop of desire that keeps it going. 


We might think of it as a propaganda campaign every bit as strong as those 
used during the world wars to target our territorial reflexes, only this 
campaign has been in continual use and refinement for the last 900 years. 


Whatever gynocentric impulse lies buried in our nervous system, it has now 
been supersized, and we continue to supersize it with ever more refinements 
of superstimuli. But if we regain our awareness we might, just might, kick 
this Cuckoo’s egg out of our biological nest — that can begin by recognizing 
that we have been hypnotized and deciding that we no longer wish to 
indulge it. 


It’s as simple as choosing not to chase the dragon, but to slay it. 
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13. Sex and attachment 


Does the image above catch your attention? 


Of course it does, because male motivation is tied to sexual reproduction 
and men are motivated primarily by urges to have sex with females, right? 


Wrong. 

It’s more complex than that. 

As far back as 1941 Scottish psychiatrist Ronald Fairbairn found that the 
desire for attachment in human beings, in terms of the overall 
psychobiological economy, is a more important necessity than the desire for 


sexual pleasure and reproduction. 


You read it right: attachment is more important than sex. 


This scientific finding, not controversial in the field of psychology, presents 
something of a heretical view to some in the Men’s Rights Movement 
(MRM) who, by contrast, seem to have come in recent years to believe that 
males are chasing sexual reproduction only — which, oddly enough, seems 
similar to the stereotype of the “all men want is sex” misandrist paradigm 
we’ ve all come to find so annoying. 


Fairbairn’s proposition is now many decades old, but his findings heralded 
a Copernican revolution within the world of scientific research that would 
culminate in today’s attachment sciences; it moved the discussion beyond 
the reductionist sexual theories of Darwin and Freud and into new areas— 
more complex, more subtle, more nuanced, and ultimately more human. 


The question attachment scientists explored is: why do couples continue to 
stay with each other years after producing offspring, and indeed sometimes 
for decades after all sexual activity has ceased in relationships? The answer 
is because human beings are pair bonders who get more out of attachment 
than they do out of fucking. 


Since Fairbairn, studies have confirmed that humans possess an array of 
distinct motivational systems each in communication with the surrounding 
environment. Of those systems two are singled out as particularly powerful 
in motivating humans to form relationships — the sexual urge (eros), and - 
separately- the urge to attach. Of these, attachment is quite simply the most 
important to the continued survival of the individual. This cannot be 
overstated: attachment is the more important to individual survival. 


As studies reveal, an absence of close and consistent human attachment 
causes children to literally wither and die, refusing to thrive even when 
being provided with clothing, food and an adequate number of toys. 
Children need reliable and consistent relationships in order to thrive. 
Likewise adults literally sicken both physically and mentally, and often 
commit suicide, to escape feelings of isolation and loneliness, especially 
after a relationship separation. 


A lack of sexual contact on the contrary is not as life threatening; you will 
never see someone die simply because they didn’t get to fuck with the 


opposite sex and reproduce. I would think that seals the case about what is 
really important to both men and women. Survival of the species depends 
on sex; survival of the individual depends on the vital bonds of attachment. 


What does all this mean to men? 


Well, it means that we need to evaluate separately our attachment needs and 
our sexual needs, and avoid the common mistake of conflating them; 
especially if that conflation sees us rejecting both when in fact it may be 
only one of these causing most of our relationship angst. It may turn out 
that attachment and sex both need to be rejected in our gynocentric zeitgeist 
because both are sources of entrapment, however that cannot be determined 
until we consider each factor separately and thoroughly. 


In our psychobiological economy, various desires come into conflict with 
one another, each jostling for momentary supremacy where one imperative 
will usurp the claims of another. That game has reached a problematical 
impasse during the last 800 years because, during that (historically 
relatively short) time span, human culture has thrown the weight of its 
patronage into developing, intensifying and enforcing sexual gamesmanship 
to the degree that our sexual compulsions appear pumped up on steroids 
and taken to extremes never before seen in the human animal (myths about 
widespread Roman orgies notwithstanding). 


If we lived back in Ancient Greece, Rome or anywhere else we would view 
sex as little more than a bodily function akin to eating, shitting and sleeping 
—a basic bodily function without the hype. After the Middle Ages however 
it developed into a commodity to pimp and trade, and the new cult of 
sexualized romance that arose resulted in a frustration of our basic need for 
attachment — a frustration aided and abetted by social institutions placing 
sexual manipulation at the centre of human interactions. 


During these fairly recent centuries of increased hypergamy and sexual 
focus, our drive to pair-bond continues to shout its demands even while 
being neglected. Observe for example the not-infrequent feelings of 
disillusionment and loneliness of serial partner upgraders (hypergamy) or of 
promiscuous gamers, or consider a beautiful young woman living in her 


mansion with an aged but wealthy husband to whom she has little or no 
emotional attachment; even if she is getting sex on the side her loneliness 
can eat away at her sense of contentment. These examples reveal an 
urgency surrounding attachment when it is neglected for the sake of 
secondary sexual or power gains. 


Like men, women desire secure attachment beyond whatever sexual 
advantages they can and do exploit. However the hypergamous compulsion 
tends to get in the way and frustrate their powerful need to pair-bond. From 
the Middle Ages all the way to today we read of men and women bitterly 
disillusioned by the interference of hypergamy in the desire to form stable 
pair-bonds. Read for instance the bitter, antifeminist complaints of 12th 
century Andreas Capellanus or those of 14th century Christine de Pizan, or 
the disillusionment and ultimate rejection of the benefits of hypergamy in 
later works like Madam Bovary. These authors knew full well that 
sexualized romantic love had upset the balance of attachment security for 
both men and women alike. 


The question we must ask ourselves is this: can our human need for 
attachment be indulged without men and women succumbing to the 
destructive manipulations of the modern sex code? As we stand atop the 
mountain of bachelor freedoms, rightly rejecting gynocentric women and 
culture as bastions of exploitation, have we intellectually thrown out the 
attachment baby with the exploitation bathwater? 


Sexual games need not get in the way of healthy attachment, so why should 
we live without relationships? Well no one ever said we had to, but in 
recent years I’ve sensed a trend both within and without the men’s activism 
community (which I’ve long been part of) that foregoing “relationships” is 
a necessary part of the deal. 


This does not seem a prudent attitude to be cultivating, especially for young 
men who may now be reading advice about rejecting relations with women 
and making extreme decisions about their lives; refusing to marry, cohabit, 
or procreate does not require a cutting off from human society. Even if we 
don’t suicide from loneliness (as so many men do) we need to question if 
the absence of an intimate relationship in our lives can leave us limping, or 


somehow unfulfilled. Some will say no, and some of these naysayers may 
well be what are known as ‘avoidant attachers.” Of those who would say 
yes, some might recommend we fill our intimacy void with friendships, 
which is I think a very good starting point. But this leads to a further 
question of whether there is an adequate formulation of friendship that can 
satisfy our needs in a modern context — a relationship that doesn’t rely on 
the usual corruption at the core of sexualized romantic love. 


These questions lead to an exploration of adult human attachment, and 
modern studies on the subject are abundant from psychological, biological 
and behavioural points of view. For those interested in following this 
subject further the Wikipedia entry on Attachment in Adults would be a 
good place to start, and to branch out from there. Of particular interest is the 
existence of four basic attachment styles in human beings, indicating that 
there must also be four main ways of conducting relationships: 


secure attachment (64% of the population) 
anxious—preoccupied attachment (17% of the population) 
fearful—avoidant attachment (12% of the population) 
dismissive—avoidant attachment (7% of the population) 


Only one of these styles (dismissive avoidant) involves a lack of desire for 
emotionally close relationships (relationships with minimal emotional 
intimacy may be tolerable to them), while the other three involve a desire to 
form emotionally intimate attachments. These are biologically-based traits 
appearing in each man before he considers rejecting intimacy with women, 
and they help to account for the behavioral and ideological variability we 
see among men — for the most part we are working creatively with what’s 
already in our make up rather than changing our core attachment style. 


The four attachment styles and their implications for men deserve a follow 
up article. While some men’s rights advocates claim men do not need 
attachment at all, evidence is not in their favour. Thus, for most of us, 
constructing new ways to form secure relationships with our fellow humans 
in a rich and rewarding way is an important long-term question, even if we 
cannot pretend to have all the answers now; we start by knowing what we 
don’t want: relationships of enslavement and entrapment to the opposite sex 


(or anyone else for that matter) in an environment that makes healthy 
attachment difficult. But how do we forge a more positive model for human 
relationships and attachment for ourselves? 


We started this essay with an important question: are sex and attachment 
two relatively different motivations? The answer is a resounding yes! Yes, 
despite all the pop culture bombardment of sex, sex, sex, the sexual 
shaming of men, and all the rest, the answer is yes: sex and attachment are 
not the same. People can live their lives avoiding sexual games but they 
will not end their lives happily unless they meet their attachment 
requirements. And while this journey will be different for each man, we 
must not flinch from seeing the problem for what it is: not “overcoming our 
urge to procreate,” but rather, how to be healthy human beings able to 
recognize and fulfill our natural need for human intimacy. 
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14, Romantic-love and friendship 


“Tt is not a lack of love, but a lack of friendship that makes unhappy 
marriages.” 
Friedrich Nietzsche 


Feminism promotes a neurotic vision of love. It takes its model directly 
from the Age of Feudalism which saw vassals bowing down and kissing the 
hands of Lords. In the 12th century that model served as the basis for a new 
kind of love in which men were to play the role of vassal to women who 
played the role of an idealized Lord. 


Back in the middle of the 20th Century, C.S. Lewis referred to this historical 
revolution as “the feudalisation of love,” and stated that it has left no corner 
of our ethics, our imagination, or our daily life untouched. “Compared with 
this revolution,” states Lewis, “the Renaissance is a mere ripple on the 
surface of literature.” [1] 


Not only has this feudalistic notion of love permeated every corner of the 
globe, it continues to be vigorously promoted by both feminists and 
traditionalists alike. The love we are referring to is what Hollywood, 
romance novels, and other media refer to as “romantic love,” the fantasy to 
which every modern man and woman pledges blind obeisance. Here are two 
descriptions of romantic love from modern scholars: 


C.S. Lewis: 


“Everyone has heard of courtly love, and everyone knows it appeared 
quite suddenly at the end of the eleventh century at Languedoc. The 
sentiment, of course, is love, but love of a highly specialized sort, 
whose characteristics may be enumerated as Humility, Courtesy, and 
the Religion of Love. The lover is always abject. Obedience to his 
lady’s lightest wish, however whimsical, and silent acquiescence in 
her rebukes, however unjust, are the only virtues he dares to claim. 


Here is a service of love closely modelled on the service which a 
feudal vassal owes to his lord. The lover is the lady’s ‘man’. He 
addresses her as midons, which etymologically represents not ‘my 
lady’ but ‘my lord’. The whole attitude has been rightly described as 
‘a feudalisation of love’. This solemn amatory ritual is felt to be part 
and parcel of the courtly life.”[2] 


C.S. Lewis wrote that many decades ago; I’m not sure “everyone” knows it 
today. We ought to remember his words, because in the long sweep of 

human history, what we think has been with us forever is something people 
only a few generations ago knew to be mostly an artificial, idealized notion. 


Slavoj Zizek: 


“The knight’s relationship to the Lady is thus the relationship of the 
subject-bondsman, the vassal, to his feudal Master-Sovereign who 
subjects him to senseless, outrageous, impossible, arbitrary, capricious 
ordeals. It is precisely in order to emphasize the non-spiritual nature of 
these ordeals that Lacan quotes a poem about a Lady who demanded 
that her servant literally lick her arse: the poem consists of the poet’s 
complaints about the bad smells that await him down there (one 
knows the sad state of personal hygiene in the Middle Ages), and 
about the imminent danger that, as he is fulfilling his ‘duty’, the Lady 
will urinate on his head.” [3] 


Feminism’s mission today is largely the promulgation of this “love,” and it 
is right that men and women learn to reject it — as Men Going ‘Their Own 
Way (MGTOW), Women Against Feminism (WAF), and Men’s Human 
Rights Advocates (MHRAs) are doing. It is a “love” that dehumanizes males 
by turning them into masochistic servants, while simultaneously 
dehumanizing women by idealizing them to the extent that their humanity is 
obliterated and replaced with an image of divinity. It’s a recipe for disaster 
on both sides; the occasional lucky couple for whom this works is about as 
rare as a lightning strike, with no evidence that even that lucky few are 
really happier or more productive than anyone else. 


When I consider this disastrous state of affairs that has lead men to boycott 
relationships, a few questions arise; are we being too rash in our rush from 
love, and if yes is there a better model, a new model, or perhaps an older 
model for relationships that we have forgot? 


The field of attachment science concludes that an absence of close and 
consistent human attachment causes children to literally wither and die, 
refusing to thrive despite being provided with clothing, food and an 
adequate number of toys. Likewise adults literally commit suicide to escape 
feelings of isolation and loneliness, especially after a relationship separation. 
Even if we don’t end up suiciding from loneliness we have to ask ourselves 
if the absence of an intimate relationship in our lives leaves us limping, or 
somehow unfulfilled? Some would suggest we can fill our intimacy void 
with friendships, but this leads to a further question of whether there is an 
adequate formulation of friendship that can satisfy our needs — a relationship 
that doesn’t rely on the usual vassal and lord model at the core of romantic 
love. 


In ancient cultures friendship was a more lofty aspiration than it is today. It 
was synonymous with love and it often involved sexual intimacy. In Ancient 
Greek, the same word was used for friend and lover. In our culture we have 
succeeded in separating friendship from the category we call love, and 
excised all trace of sex from friendships. Today when we say, “They are just 
good friends” or “she’s only a friend” we are indicating the absence of both 
intimate love and sex. 


According to the American Heritage Dictionary: 


A friend is a lover, literally. The relationship between Latin amicus “friend” and amo “I 
love” is clear, as is the relationship between Greek philos “friend” and phileo “I love.” In 
English, though, we have to go back a millennium before we see the verb related to friend. 
At that time, freond, the Old English word for “friend,” was simply the present participle 
of the verb freon, “to love.” The Germanic root behind this verb is fri, which meant “to 
like, love, be friendly to.” 

http://www. bartleby.com/61/71/F0327100.htm! 


To older classical cultures, friendship seemed the happiest and most fully 
human of the different kinds of loves, and for that reason I wonder whether 


it’s worth reintroducing it here as a guide to relationships between red-pill 
men and women? 


Suppose that rather than running from intimacy we were to demote our idea 
of “romantic” love from its pedestal, and elevate friendship-love in its place. 
Suppose also that we steal back sexual attraction and sexual intercourse 
from the neurotic clutches of “romantic” love, and allow it once again to be 
part and parcel of friendship if and when relationships call for it. 


Before we consider elevating friendship as a replacement for romantic love 
we need first to detail precisely what it is and how it looks in lived 
experience, and to that end here are three salient points of definition. 


Friendship is based on shared interests 


Friendship is based entirely on things people have in common, like some 
shared insight, interest or taste. It might be cooking, sport, religion, politics, 
sex, or gardening, and in the best friendships there occurs a handsome 
combination of these. No friendship can arise without shared interests, 
because there would be nothing for the friendship to be about. Furthermore, 
that “something” is generally located outside oneself and one’s relationship 
— at the football stadium, church, chess-board, or stamp collection. 
Friendship differs in this respect markedly from “romantic” love in which 
couples perpetually focus on each other and talk to each other about their 
love. 


Friends hardly ever talk about their friendship. C.S. Lewis captures this with 
his remark that friends stand side-by-side rather than face-to-face: 


“Friends are not primarily absorbed in each other. It is when we are 
doing things together that friendship springs up — painting, sailing 
ships, praying, philosophizing, fighting shoulder to shoulder. Friends 
look in the same direction. Lovers look at each other — that is, in 
opposite directions.”[1] 


This kind of friendship, this love, is not something we can have with anyone 
we meet. We can no more choose in advance who we are going to be close 


friends with than we can choose what sort of skin colour we are going to be 
born with. Friendship arises organically when we discover that a previously 
casual acquaintance, or perhaps a new person we meet, shares significant 
interests with us; “What? You too? I thought I was the only one!” The 
pleasure derived from cooperation in that shared interest, and of getting to 
know them through that activity, provides an avenue for deep bonding and 
human attachment. 


Friendship is based in personal authenticity 


Friendship is based on true identities and interests, not on some narrow and 
dehumanising role we might play. Friendship invites you to speak out about 
your interests in order to find potential areas of commonality. This is not 
allowed in so-called “romantic” love lest your interests threaten the narrow 
feudalistic fantasy. In “romantic” love the main shared interest is that script 
which insists the man play the role of masochistic utility, and the woman an 
idealised goddess. It is an objectification of both parties. 


Friendship is not based on the feudal model: not vassals and overlords, but 
partners in crime. 


Friendship is compatible with sex 


Sex does not belong to romantic love — it belongs anywhere you want it to 
belong. Modern culture has begrudgingly allowed for this possibility under 
the risqué concept of “friends with benefits,” but to the ancients it was not 
daring at all, it was perfectly normal. Friendship also allows for a kind of 
quasi-romance—or dare I say, a possibly more authentic romance? Have you 
not had a good friend give you a gift, take you out for a meal, or to the 
movies? Sex and romantic gestures need not remain colonised by feudalistic 
notions of romantic love alone. 


Sexual attraction and desire also need to be put in their place. They may 
generate some chemistry and may be the first thing that attracts you to a 
person, but like the shiny trinket that catches your eye at the shopping mall, 
you will first stare at it in wonder, maybe have a feel, and then decide 
whether you really want to take that thing home and share your life with it. 


Friendship is much the same, and if a person you meet has little in common 
you will be inclined to leave them on the shelf and move on, despite their 
sexual attractiveness 


Romantic-love and friendship-love are clearly opposed relationships with 
opposing motives. A woman might say: “I don’t want to be friends with my 
husband because it will take all the drama and intensity out of our 
marriage.” That is true enough, friendship does take some of the neurotic 
drama and intensity out of a relationship. But it also takes away the 
masochism and narcissism, and replaces that sickness with something 
human and real. 


One of the worst-kept secrets about married couples is that they often treat 
their friends with more kindness, compassion and generosity than they ever 
do for each other. When best friends are together they are charming, 
engaging, helpful and courteous, but when they return home to their spouses 
they appear resentful, angry and uncooperative with each other. Hardly ever 
do we see this pattern reversed, where people are horrible to friends and at 
their best with their long term romantic love partners. 


Friendship-love not only existed throughout the world before “romantic” 
love was invented, but it remains active in some pockets of culture today — 
for instance in China and India. Author Robert Johnson, for instance, writes 
about the presence of friendship between couples in India, recounting a 
Hindu marriage rite in which the bride and groom make the solemn but 
hopeful statement, “You will be my best friend.” 


Johnson goes further, telling that “In a traditional Hindu marriage, a man’s 
commitment to his wife does not depend on his staying ‘in love’ with her. 
Since he was never ‘in love’ in the first place, there is no way he can fall 
‘out of love’. His relationship to his wife is based on loving her, not on 
being ‘in love’ with the ideal he projects onto her. His relationship is not 
going to collapse because one day he falls ‘out of love,’ or because he meets 
another woman who catches his projection. He is committed to a woman 
and a family, not to a projection.” [4] 


Friendship-love appeared long before “romantic” love and it worked. The 
“romantic” version of love is full of narcissism, corruption, entitlement and 
despair, where dreams collapse and lives are shattered. On the other hand go 
ask the happily married octogenarian couple who their best friend is — they 
will look at each other and smile knowing the answer has been beside them 
for sixty years. Our lives, loves and families fare much better when we base 
them on this very human kind of love called friendship. 


With freindship, men and women have an opportunity to truly go their own 
way while keeping the option of healthy intimate relationships with either 
sex alive. Having your cake and eating it too. That would be my suggestion 
of how we might cure the malaise. 


I once again note that the breakdown in relations between men and women 
has been painful, and men have suffered the most in this I would think; in 
the current socio-political climate, marriage and even cohabitation is like 
jumping out of an aeroplane with a chute you’re not even sure is going to 
open. And all change can’t simply be political. Still, if we are ever to look 
forward to a cultural change that might make for a new era of improved 
relations between the sexes, ditching these feudalistic attitudes about 
“romantic love,” and restoring the ancient tradition of seeing intimate 
friendship being the highest ideal for a relationship, would probably by a 
major step in the right direction culturally. This will require a shift in the 
attitudes of men and women alike, but the evidence for this being possible is 
strong; we’ve done it before, and we still see it in some cultures today. It’s 
not impossible for human beings to think and act this way. So can we return 
to a culture where that’s the more normal way of thinking? I’d like to 
believe that possible for us today, or at least in the future. 
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15. Pleasure-seeking vs. 
relationships 


Pleasure-seeking and relationships are the two most powerful forces 
informing societies, families and the inner life of individuals — and they are 
often pitted against each other, with one dominating at the expense of the 
other. 


Pleasure-seeking as a philosophical enterprise has been around since at least 
the ancient Greek philosopher Epicurus, and was more fully elaborated in 
the writings of Sigmund Freud whose “pleasure principle” lays at the base 
of all psychoanalytic theory; “What decides the purpose of life,” writes 
Freud, “is simply the programme of the pleasure principle.” 


For Freud the human libido is a pleasure seeking force, and his 
popularization of this idea gave the project of global capitalism its internal 
rationale: every individual is an appetite ruthlessly seeking pleasure, a non- 
stop consumer. The majority of societies and economies around the world 
are now reliant on this principle in order to perpetuate themselves. 


According to Freud, the pleasure principle is: 


e backed by instinctual drive 

e selfish 

e ruthless 

e narcissistic 

e focused on the individual above relationships 


After 100 years of promoting the importance of the pleasure principle, 
indeed over-promoting it, today we have become devotees at its shrine, 
promoting ideas like these: 


e narcissism 

e sense of entitlement 

e pick up artistry 

e rampant consumerism 

e commodification of interpersonal relationships 


How are we feeling about all that pleasure — are we enjoying it yet or are 
we sick of it? Do you want to dial up the hedonism some more, or do you 
want to join me in questioning the premise? 


Despite capitalism’s incestuous relationship with the pleasure-principle, a 
behavior it does more to perpetuate than merely serve, early psychoanalysts 
began to see problems with it. The problem was not with the idea that 
humans are pleasure seekers, but that the idea had been afforded far more 
importance in human behavior than it deserved — there were other more 
important factors to human being that had been given short shrift. 


Like relationships. 


Early psychoanalyst Ronald Fairbairn was amongst the first to write about 
the importance of relationships over pleasure seeking. In 1944 Fairbairn 
explained the impasse with Freud’s theory as follows; 


In a previous paper (1941) I attempted to formulate a new version of 
the libido theory and to outline the general features which a 
systematic psychopathology based upon this re-formulation would 
appear to assume. The basic conception which I advanced on that 
occasion, and to which I still adhere, is to the effect that libido is 
primarily object-seeking (rather than pleasure-seeking, as in the 
classic theory), and that it is to disturbances in the object- 
relationships of the developing ego that we must look for the ultimate 
origin of all psychopathological conditions. This conception seems to 
me not only to be closer in accord with psychological facts and 
clinical data than that embodied in Freud’s original libido theory, but 
also to represent a logical outcome of the present stage of 
psychoanalytical thought and a necessary step in the further 
development of psychoanalytical theory... ° 


This revolution in psychoanalytic thinking launched the school of Object 
Relations psychology, with the word ‘Object’ standing for real people we 
enter into relationships with. Object Relations psychology is based more on 
attachment theory than on the pleasure principle. In a nutshell this school, 
which superseded psychoanalysis, is described as: 


Object relations is based on the theory that the primary motivational 
factors in one’s life are based on human relationships, rather than 
sexual or aggressive triggers. Object relations is a variation of 
psychoanalytic theory and diverges from Freud’s belief that we are 
pleasure seeking beings; instead it suggests that humans seek 
relationships.’ 


Has the mental health industry caught up? Yes, I’m pleased to say that 
portions of the industry have not only caught up, they are driving the 
research on attachment forward. Other sections of the industry, however, 
especially those on the front line of offering services, continue to devote 


undue importance to pleasure-seeking through the advocacy of self- 
actualization and ‘me and my wants.’ 


The problems of gynocentrism and treating of men as utilities will not be 
addressed until we look at how these things are used to generate pleasure. 
One reason we have stalled in relativizing the pleasure-principle and 
affirming the findings of attachment science, is that it’s obviously not in the 
current society’s interest to do so. To catch up and look in the mirror is to 
die — the whole goddam system collapses — our beliefs, our customs, our 
financial systems. 


But look at it we must, both collectively and individually if we wish to 
promote mental health. 


Do we really need more shopping, drugs, stimulation, sex and food? 
Frankly many men are done... they’ve had enough food and sex to last 20 
lifetimes. They don’t need more pick-up techniques, they don’t need more 
research fads focusing on sexual drives a-la-Freud, and they certainly don’t 
need to consume more — they’ve consumed quite enough, thank you. 


If we insist on believing the pleasure principle is paramount, that it is our 
most pressing genetic imperative, along with the belief that “all men want is 
sex” that so many men find annoying, then our only escape is to follow a 
sick, nihilistic version of retreat from the world. How else to escape the call 
of pleasure? Our western culture’s devotion to the pleasure principle leaves 
it stuck in its own insoluble loop, like a snake devouring itself and not 
realizing that the tail it is eating is its own. 


I say western culture because there are whispers of an alternative in other 
cultures that, alas are also being corrupted for the newfangled focus on the 
pleasure principle that drives the mighty dollar. I have listened to people 
from various Asian countries — Cambodia, China, Thailand — who talk of 
valuing their relationships and families somewhat more than their own 
pleasure-seeking ambitions. Watch how they eat together, having several 
dishes of food on the table that they all share, not everyman for his own 
narcissistic pleasure. In some of those countries the individual has to wait 
until vehicles pass before he can cross the road, but in ours we have laws 


stating that cars must stop in obeisance to the almighty individual and his 
pleasures. I have also heard some Asians ask, perplexed, why women wear 
skimpy clothes in winter, not knowing that our cultures are all about 
inviting consumption and commodification of every person in order to feed 
each others’ predatory pleasures. 


None of this is to deny the pleasure principle and its powerful pull on men’s 
lives. But pleasure quickly becomes hedonism without relationship to 
temper it, and it leads not to a meaningful life but to emptiness and nihilism 
where ‘opting out’ is the only response — a response that looks more like a 
sickness than a cure. 


Now what does all this mean to the wellbeing of men? In short, everything. 
Getting these two vital aspects of human nature in balance is not only the 
secret to psychological health, but our lives may literally depend on it. 
Regaining that balance can start with paying more attention to our 
relationship needs and less to pleasure — more to the girl-next-door and less 
to the girl with the exaggerated cleavage, boob jobs, and love bombs. 


Moreover, the problem does not stop at intimate adult relations, and applies 
to family as well. If every family member is chasing his or her own 
pleasures, they are more likely than ever to spin off in their own directions 
like atoms rapping in a void — there’s no glue holding the unit together, no 
relationship — and custody battles, selfishness and estrangement are the 
inevitable result: Me and my pleasures first. 


To be sure, regular relationships also afford experiences of pleasure or 
contentment, albeit of lower intensity than the pleasure-seeking described 
by Freud. Another distinguishing feature is that relationships don’t involve 
the use of people in the same ruthless manner as does the pleasure principle 
— ie. not the same as we experience when devouring food or having sex. 
Relationship is more concerned with situating oneself in a context and 
gaining emotional satisfactions from that — from belonging, from being- 
with-others, as contrasted with using objects to satisfy appetite. A second 
distinguishing feature of intimate relationships is that the individual has 
concern for the objects of his attachment — whereas the pleasure-seeking 
appetite has no concern over its use of people nor its destruction of 


same.Jungian analyst Robert A. Johnson writes about the two impulses as 
two kinds of “love.” He calls the pleasure-seeking impulse romantic love, 
and the relationship-seeking version human love. Here is his description of 
the two; 


Many years ago a wise friend gave me a name for human love. She 
called it “stirring-the-oatmeal” love. She was right: Within this 
phrase, if we will humble ourselves enough to look, is the very 
essence of what human love is, and it shows us the principal 
differences between human love and romance. Stirring the oatmeal is 
a humble act-not exciting or thrilling. But it symbolizes a relatedness 
that brings love down to earth. It represents a willingness to share 
ordinary human life, to find meaning in the simple, unromantic tasks: 
earning a living, living within a budget, putting out the garbage, 
feeding the baby in the middle of the night. To “stir the oatmeal” 
means to find the relatedness, the value, even the beauty, in simple 
and ordinary things, not to eternally demand a cosmic drama, an 
entertainment, or an extraordinary intensity in everything. Like the 
rice hulling of the Zen monks, the spinning wheel of Gandhi, the tent 
making of Saint Paul, it represents the discovery of the sacred in the 
midst of the humble and ordinary. 


Jung once said that feeling is a matter of the small. And in human 
love, we can see that it is true. The real relatedness between two 
people is experienced in the small tasks they do together: the quiet 
conversation when the day’s upheavals are at rest, the soft word of 
understanding, the daily companionship, the encouragement offered 
in a difficult moment, the small gift when least expected, the 
spontaneous gesture of love. When a couple are genuinely related to 
each other, they are willing to enter into the whole spectrum of human 
life together. They transform even the unexciting, difficult, and 
mundane things into a joyful and fulfilling component of life. By 
contrast, romantic love can only last so long as a couple are “high” on 
one another, so long as the money lasts and the entertainments are 
exciting. “Stirring the oatmeal” means that two people take their love 
off the airy level of exciting fantasy and convert it into earthy, 
practical immediacy. Love is content to do many things that ego is 


bored with. Love is willing to work with the other person’s moods 
and unreasonableness. 


Love is willing to fix breakfast and balance the checkbook. Love is 
willing to do these “oatmeal” things of life because it is related to a 
person, not a projection. Human love sees another person as an 

individual and makes an individualized relationship to him or her.* 


I attempted to outline the importance of relational attachments in a past 
article Sex and Attachment and another sketching a way to build 
relationships that avoid some of the predatory themes at the heart of 
Western gynocentrism, entitled Love and friendship. Hopefully these 
provide some discussion points, but more important is asking of the initial 
question: are we ready to interrogate the pleasure-principle as the 
foundation of our society? 
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16. Men, relationships and grudge 
sex 


Hate sex. Those two words appearing together come across as awkward, 
even oxymoronic, for who in their right mind hates sex? We might hate sex 
with the wrong person according to our criteria of what’s hot, but very few 
people in this world hate sex altogether. 


The phrase however isn’t intended to suggest a person hates sex, but rather 
that they desire it with a person they are currently fighting with or hating 
on. 


sometimes rough sex, each offering slightly different meanings but often 
tied together in the act of having sex with someone you don’t feel so good 
about. 


Sex of this kind is widely believed to be more intense than normal sex, and 
for that reason “We love having ‘make-up’ sex” is a common euphemism 
for hateful grinding. 


The begging question is why would a couple want to have sex if they are 
experiencing serious resentment or alienation? 


One school of psychology provides some answers. 


British Object Relations psychologists claim that if relationship bonds are 
constantly rendered insecure then the desire for sex is harnessed as a way to 
reinstate vanishing relationship security. When relationships become 
fragmented and weak, we desire to be more in synch again, more loved, 
more on the same page. We want to reaffirm that our future together is 
secure, walking into the sunset hand in hand, worldview intact. 


Instead of that security we feel the relationship has become tenuous, 
hanging by a thread, on the verge of dissolving into..... the unknown. 
Insecurity and anxiety reign. In this scenario hate sex is placed in the 
service of fixing weak intimate bonds, an instinctual attempt to fix it 
through the complex release of hormones that re-establish love and 
connection. 


The theory that sex repairs a failing relationship bond was first proposed 
back in 1941 by psychologist Ronald Fairbairn who announced a deviation 
from the traditional Freudian formula that humans are primarily pleasure- 
seekers. For Fairbairn we are first and foremost “object seekers” by which 
phrase he means seekers of people to have relationships with: 


Freud spoke of libidinal aims and defined these aims in terms of 
erotogenic zones — as oral aims, anal aims and so on. What he 
described however are not really aims but modes of dealing with 
objects; and the zones in question should properly be regarded, not as 
the dictators of aims, but as the servants of aims... The real libidinal 
aim is the establishment of satisfactory relationships with objects; and 
it is, accordingly, the object that constitutes the true libidinal goal.* 


Fairbairn’s position is summarized, in the words of GoodTherapy.org, by 
the idea that the primary motivational factors in one’s life are based on 
human relationships, rather than sexual or aggressive triggers. Object 
relations is a variation of psychoanalytic theory and diverges from Freud’s 
belief that we are pleasure seeking beings; instead it suggests that humans 
seek relationships. 

The Object Relations theorists view hate-sex as a potential way to relieve 
tension over a failed or failing relationships, and also as a vehicle by which 
that relationship might be re-established. The theory is summarized 
perfectly by Fairbairn who says, “Explicit pleasure-seeking is thus not a 
means of achieving libidinal aims, but a means of mitigating the failure of 
these aims.” 


“Pleasure-seeking is not a means of achieving libidinal aims, 
but a means of mitigating failure of these aims.” 


Is it true that sexual pleasure is a way to mitigate failing relationships? The 
urgency of hate-fucking as it arises on top of a fierce argument would 
appear to support this hypothesis, and if we accept it we are faced with a 
revision to the goals of our pleasure-seeking culture — no longer is sex an 
act of pleasure alone but a psychobiological reflex intended to repair 
relationship damage. 


That such damage is rife in modern relationships is undeniable. The 
misandry, gynocentrism and general selfishness are enough to make any 
intimate bond unravel, including those of biological family. As mentioned 
in another article the toying with relationship bonds to extract service from 
a partner is a particular cause for weakness. 


As cruel as it sounds, withholding affection, sex, approval and love have 
become part of women’s repertoire used to coerce men into service — a 
service men engage in to ‘repair’ an ever elusive relationship bond. Indeed, 
it’s one of the core principles of romantic love to keep the relationship bond 
in the realm of tantalizing denial. This formula emulates the techniques of 
animal behaviorism, but instead of the model being learned from Skinner or 
Pavlov, it is taught by grassroots dating culture; the message being to keep 
your man in a position of uncertainty. Aside from other relationship 
tensions, this approach to relationships is one that potentially elicits the 
grudge fuck. 


The obsession some mano-spherians have with sex, porn, prostitutes, 
sexbots, sex toys etc. raises a question of whether the intensity is partly 
driven by frustrated opportunities for human attachment, with hate-sex 
themes, if entertained, driving a hidden aim of mitigating those relationship 
frustrations. Whatever the case, it’s an open question as to why some men 
indulge in hate fucking or fantasizing about same. More broadly, we might 
ask why would any securely-attached couple bother nursing regular grudges 
and hate in the first place? The answer is, they probably wouldn’t. 


Next time you hear someone talk about hate sex as if it were fun, just a little 
“making up” sex as they like to call it, consider how much fun is really 
involved in a big picture of that relationship. If hate sex is an attempt to 
repair relationships damaged by emotional manipulation, alienation and 


abuse — especially if happening on a regular basis — then it’s about as far 
away from fun as you can possibly get. 
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17. Time to throw the baby out 
with the bathwater 


A friend once suggested that when it comes to marital discord couples fight 
more over one issue: who is going to play the child in the relationship and 
who is going to play the responsible parent. 


His comment rings true on its face, with men historically being the ones 
who take on the parental role in marriage. It’s witnessed in the centuries of 
men taking responsibility for the financial and other security concerns of 
wives, and also hinted at in the relationship age gap. Males marry younger 
females — not to control their sexuality (as we are frequently misled to 
believe), but because women seek an older male to place in the responsible, 
paternal role, to enhance the child theme they intend to play out in the 
relationship. 


Women collectively spend billions annually to neotenize their appearance, 
enhancing their efforts to assume the infantilized role. 


We see the same theme appear in our language when men are shamed for 
being ‘Peter Pans’ or ‘man babies’ along with the injunction to ‘man-up’ — 
which has no counterpart for women; they are phrases intended to jolt men 
out of any inclination to regress to a childlike state of dependency. Never do 
we hear women being chastised as immature Wendys, woman babies, nor 
do we ever hit them with the demand to ‘woman-up.’ 


To be fair we may see the occasional man playing a full-time child to his 
female partner, and we can say that all men experience occasional moments 
of regression to boyhood in their relationships. However, society frowns 
upon men indulging too much of the child within. And such indulgence is 
roundly met with sexual rejection by women. The child role is reserved 
exclusively for women within the relationship context. 


The stresses that this dynamic places on relationships and especially on men 
cannot be overstated; the catering to a child within an adult’s body is 
exhausting and ultimately demeaning to both the infantilized woman and 
the parentified man. Standardizing childishness in one partner and 
hyperagency in the other prohibits any sort of relationship between adult 
peers. Instead, it breeds contempt and conflict. 


The structure of this type of arrangement ultimately results in an assured 
relationship killer. Hostile dependency. It is impossible for the infantilized 
partner to maintain respect for, or a healthy emotional connection to, her 
chief enabler. And it is impossible for the chief enabler to maintain respect 
or a healthy emotional connection to what amounts to a financial, emotional 
and familial parasite. Self-respect in both parties is also a casualty of this 
arrangement. 


Before getting more into the dynamics posed by this dysfunctional 
relationship, we’d like to elaborate a bit more on the concept of the adult 
child which is something quite different from the literal child we look after 
when they are small. The ‘child’ is also one of the fundaments of the human 


psyche, operating equally in biologically mature adults and in children, thus 
the popular qualifier of ‘the inner child.’ 


The great 20th century psychologist Carl Jung wrote a paper on the inner 
child, or what he preferred to call the child archetype,’ where he outlined its 
main psychological features which include 1. growth toward independence, 
2. vulnerability, and 3. a state of innocence. 


1. Growth toward independence (but never actually reached) 


This aspect of the child archetype is concerned with futurity, and is captured 
in the phrase ‘what I want to be when I grow up.’ It reflects the ongoing 
state of becoming without ever arriving at the destination — it remains an 
eternal child. In this respect the child archetype differs from the archetype 
of development, a more heroic path that does eventually culminate in 
mature autonomy and self-reliance. 


The ambition for perpetuated childhood, as we commonly see in modern 
women (and enabled by men), is the inevitable outcome of the child 
archetype. As men and women collude to remove the destination of adult 
autonomy from the life-map, they effectively kill the hero archetype of 
Jung’s writing, the hero of true potential. And they give birth to the child of 
static permanency. Individuals dominated by the child archetype will 
always position themselves as eternally incapable of personal agency, even 
relying on the chief enabler to help fabricate a web of denial about their true 
nature. 


This is reflected in the spiritual, financial, or relationship ‘growth’ 
workshops attended largely by women, who appear to pursue adult goals 
but who are in reality only participating in a charade. The true goal is more 
dependency and more childhood. These pursuits are often funded through 
the hard labor of the hopelessly paternalized male. 


We also see this acted out in the psychodrama of the modern housewife, 

“taking charge” of such matters of household finances and other matters of 
home and hearth, without any responsibility for creating wealth, taking the 
risks that come with those efforts, or any other matter of real consequence. 


The perpetuated child chooses the colors but cannot buy the paint or climb 
the scaffold with brush in hand. 


2. Vulnerability 


Vulnerability is one of the main guises of the child, and so the woman 
dominated by this archetype is constantly signalling threats to herself from 
the surrounding environment. She is in danger of getting lost, hurt, 
abandoned and frightened, and just like the child of fairy tales she projects 
herself as lost in the woods with snarling bears and wolves, or afloat on the 
river Nile in a flimsy basket where she is in danger of getting lost or going 
under. 


She is “at risk” at all times, including the risk of exposure to her chief 
enabler’s frustrations or his wishes for her to realize adulthood. 


The vulnerable, permanent child, communicates with the wider world 
through these threat narratives* which most everyone is familiar with 
through the archetypal damsel in distress — tied to the railway tracks, the 
locomotive of adult agency barreling down on her, or being held prisoner by 
a dragon from which she must be freed by your parental, sacrificial rescue. 


3. Innocence 


The child’s way of defending its perpetual dependency is to project its 
innocence: “I don’t know”, “I didn’t realize”, “I didn’t mean anything”, “It 
just happened”, “I got carried away by my feelings.” Yes, her own emotions 
can be the villain in her threat narrative. And the understanding of a hyper- 
responsible male is required to save her from it. Because she claims 
ignorance she divests herself of all responsibility for what happens, leaving 
others to pick up the tab — most likely her male partner if she has one. 


We see this even in women’s general predisposition to gravitate toward 
victim politics, supporting male candidates who offer enabling paternalism 
from the state, and the vision of woman as perpetually in distress. 


Moving on from Jung, perhaps the best conceptualization of the child 
archetype comes from Eric Berne, whose transactional analysis shows three 
possible relationship dynamics: 


e Child relating to a parent 
e Parent relating to a child 
e An adult relating to another adult. 


The first of these — child to parent — encompasses all that we’ve said so far 
about the child archetype and its exploitative style of relating with others. 
The second — parent to child — represents the parental relationship to a 
child. And the last one — adult to adult — represents a healthier mode of 
conducting relationships based on steering a middle path between the more 
extreme demands of both parent and child. This latter is where we might 
hope to be along with anyone we might choose for pair bonding. 


The perpetual child, however, demands that the default relationship setting 
be parent to child, an emotionally incestuous arrangement that affords some 
comfort to the irresponsible child, but that does so at the expense of a 
healthy adult connection. 


Eventually, and we think invariably, this results in the parentified male 
viewing the infantilized female as inept, incapable and deserving of pity 
over respect. It can also breed a lot of anger that goes both ways, from the 
frustrated, overburdened male, and the dependent, irresponsible female 
whose life is a constant reminder of her lack of meaning. 


The parental brain 


Juvenile characteristics have long been known to evoke in caretakers a 
neurological state known as the parental brain. Children’s faces and various 
other child gestures provoke hormonal changes that prime parents to be 
more sensitive towards infant cues and needs, resulting in nurturance, 
caretaking and protectiveness. 


Adult women who learn to mimic child features through cosmetics, and the 
feigning of childlike behaviors of innocence and vulnerability, evoke in 
their male partners a very similar parental response. Like parents of literal 
infants men can be seen to respond with care-taking and protection, and if 
women are skilled at peppering the routine with threat-narratives she gains 
the ability to prompt him like a philharmonic concert conductor. Such is the 
obedient, reflexive state of readiness to rescue that defines the lives of so 
many men. 


Readers here are no doubt familiar with this charade being played out 
between men and women, one which was not lost on Esther Vilar when she 
gave a sardonic description of it in her 1971 book The Manipulated Man. 
There she writes: 


Woman’s greatest ideal is a life without work or responsibility — yet 
who leads such a life but a child? A child with appealing eyes, a 
funny little body with dimples and sweet layers of baby fat and clear, 
taut skin — that darling minature of an adult. It is a child that woman 
imitates — its easy laugh, its helplessness, its need for protection. A 
child must be cared for; it cannot look after itself. And what species 
does not, by natural instinct, look after its offspring? It must — or the 
species will die out. 


With the aid of skillfully applied cosmetics, designed to preserve that 
precious baby look; with the aid of helpless exclamations such as 
‘Ooh’ and ‘Ah’ to denote astonishment, surprise, and admiration; 
with inane little bursts of conversation, women have preserved this 
‘baby look’ for as long as possible so as to make the world continue 
to believe in the darling, sweet little girl she once was, and she relies 
on the protective instinct in man to make him take care of her.” 


Vilar hits the nail right on the head; that many women have been taught 
they will be protected while having every whim catered for by simply 
playing the child. 


This, perhaps more than any other theme entertained by MRAs and 
MGTOW, captures the dilemma we are wrestling with under the heading of 
gynocentrism — that being more than sexual attraction, more than pair 
bonding, more than romantic love and all the other social mandates. Our 
biological urge to care for children is king, and it’s also an Achillies’ Heel 
for those who abide by it unconsciously. 


The good news is that our vulnerability to abuse is corrected in one move: 
by men refusing to play parent, whether indulging or trying to correct 
women who are perpetual children. Instead we have to insist that our female 
partners woman-up right alongside us, showing reciprocal responsibility 
between two adults. Or be prepared to show them the door once it’s 
apparent that the task is too much for them to take on. 


Esther Vilar’s comment that a woman’s greatest ideal is ‘a life without work 
or responsibility’ requires someone to facilitate it, and that someone is 
almost always a man. But men need not play the role of parent and we do 
have the option to seek a relationship between adult peers: two responsible 
adults supporting each other in the walk through life. Such a woman may be 
a unicorn but unicorns do exist. And success, if you are lucky enough to get 
it, will be more likely tied to the women you reject than the woman you 
seek. 


References: 
[1] C.G. Jung, ‘The Psychology of the Child Archetype’ in The Archetypes 


and the Collective Unconscious, Princeton University Press (1969) 
[2] Alison Tieman, Threat Narrative series 


Archetypal Musings 


18. Traditional masculinity and the 
zeta male 


Scores of our young men today are stranded at an impasse on the road to 
realizing manhood. They are bogged down in the confusion of a generation 
lost to treacherous forces they never saw, for reasons they were never able 
to comprehend. They are struggling and starving; unable to feed their souls 
in a world that finds them increasingly unnecessary and burdensome. 


They have come of age in a time of coerced impotence, their nascent 
masculinity gutted and stripped long before having the opportunity to shape 
their character and their destiny. In that they are suffering from the loss of 
things never held, from things missing but never known. They are, quite 
literally, a lost generation of the walking wounded, wandering blindly from 
a battlefield on which they never knew they stood. 


In that light, the path they are on is not really a road to manhood, but simply 
a retreat from the effacing malice woven into the very fabric of their 
developmental lives. And it takes them not to safe ground, but directly into 
a dismal culture of shallowness and self-indulgence; a realm of options 
without obligations; of self-gratification without self-awareness or self- 
discipline. It is the death march of the western male, destined for a 
withering end ensured by intellectual, psychological and moral atrophy. 


This aimless, narcissistic existence is a forced escape from lives shrouded 
in shame; from manhood being reduced to an evolutionary joke in the eyes 
of a culture that holds it in contempt, even as the elders deny it is 
happening. With the wholesale whitewashing by society and abandonment 
by the fathers more or less complete, the newly (de)engineered young man 
is all but defenseless against this downward spiral into terminal 
insignificance. 


It’s happening all around us. One only need look at current events to see 
that the world of men is quite literally circling the drain; disappearing from 
the stable foundations of education and employment. They are targeted with 
disinformation about crime and domestic violence, and about deviant sexual 
proclivities with women and children. These are no longer just the 
ruminations of twisted ideologues. The demagoguery now emanates 
directly from the government, backed by men with gavels, and men with 
guns. The judicial apparatus has been reshaped, not to pursue justice, but to 
incarcerate men at every opportunity, even to enable and encourage false 
accusations to accomplish that goal. This isn’t just about male bashing any 
more. It is about male subjugation. And it is not being executed by 
feminists or women, but by men. 


We might proffer that the solution is a redirection to days past, when we 
imagine that men made masters of sacred codes; when they possessed 
strength and purpose and would stand against this growing tragedy and 
defeat it. We would be wrong. We can only find that Thomas C. Wolfe was 
right. You can’t go home again. And what’s more, you really don’t want 

to. It was, in a sense, home that got us here. And that is a truth we must 
face, no matter how natural or compelling the tendency to point to any other 
“outside” force and satisfy our frustrations with the simplistic convenience 
of an easily identified enemy. 


As always, our true enemy is in the mirror. The only thing that will save us 
is to face up to that and act accordingly. 


In the fitful and often strange world of the men’s movement, we attempt to 
answer this social malady; to create a haven, if only an intellectual one, for 
the refugees of this godforsaken gender war. It is a mission often hobbled 
by our own hands, yet the work goes on, limping toward solutions. We 
strive, I think, as men who have awakened, to formulate an appropriate 
response, and in our own way to push some sanity and balance back into the 
collective consciousness; to force it past the architects of institutional 
misandry, both male and female. But even as we exert pressure, we don’t 
have a firm grasp on what it is we are fighting. 


We have not ascertained, nor have we even really thoroughly tried to, what 
role traditional manhood plays in the problem. Unfortunately, what we have 
too often done is practice the obstinate politics of wounded children who 
insist that they have no role in whatever befalls their lives. We have, at 
times, angrily and energetically reacted to misandry, but have balked with 
equal vigor at seriously examining how we fostered and enabled it with 
allegedly masculine codes of conduct. Consequently, all of our efforts 
rooted in this approach have failed, and miserably so. We have made some 
progress, and will no doubt eventually mature into a more effective 
movement, but not before we embrace more than the hostility we feel for 
perceived enemies. 


Our most functional response thus far is to check out and go our own way, 
but I contend that an exit is not a destination, but just a needed removal 
from the line of fire; a chance to collectively regroup and rethink. 
Remember that the young men festering at those crossroads have, in their 
own way, checked out, too. It isn’t looking too good on them. 


And it forces us, sooner or later, to swallow a pill that some will find bitter. 
And to face a reality that some will find unconscionable. 


The feminists were right. What we call masculinity has, as it relates to 
modern realities, corrupt, oppressive and destructive elements that need to 
change. 


And yes, I mean that literally. And no, I’m not kidding. 


In fact, the entire thrust of my argument is that the monstrous social 
degeneration we are now witnessing, more than anything else, is the 
result of outmoded and horribly misguided masculinity. 


Of course, once we dig more than a nanometer deep into the subject we find 
that objectivity and reason veer us onto an entirely different philosophical 
trajectory than the pathologically twisted and apoplectic mindset of feminist 
ideologues. 


To chart our course, we will do two things that feminists never did. First, 
we will look at the subject without a politically driven agenda for 
unjustified revenge, or a mandate to dominate the other half of the 
population. And two, we will proceed with the sincere goal of benefit for 
everyone, not just an elite group. 


The only sensible place to start is with a more grounded understanding of 
masculinity itself, something that can’t be done in a 3,500 word essay, but 
can, with even marginally appropriate treatment, arrive at far better 
conclusions than the last forty years of women’s and gender studies. We can 
rely on the combined contributions of history, mythology, politics, elements 
of sociobiology, and most importantly, human compassion. 


In the end we are a species of animals whose very existence depended on 
the development of reproductive strategies, the primary of which is that the 
most aggressive and powerful males are selected for mating by the most 
reproductively viable females. Those strategies arose from an environment 
of necessity and produced an effective way to produce offspring with the 
highest probability of survival. As a function of survival, that strategy, and 
not patriarchal conspiracy, shaped the male hierarchy, as well as what we 
now call, often erroneously, masculinity. 


Some dry facts- The hierarchy of men: 


Despite the numerous male archetypal figures of history and legend, for the 
purpose of this writing I will explore only four basic types of men. Three 
of the more commonly known are the alphas, betas and omegas. The fourth 
I will address later. 


Alpha males are a very small fraction of the male population. They are 
highly dominant men who reside at near the top of all populations, from 
social groups to national governments. These men are generally 
characterized by the ability to force the deference of other men. In other 
cases, they simply have the strong leadership qualities on which human 
civilization as advanced and flourished. 


In a sense, alpha males are either Einsteins or Frankensteins, heroes or 
hooligans, leaders or leeches. 


Alphas also tend to be obsessively controlling, abusive and 
megalomaniacal. If you point to any despot in world history that 
slaughtered scores of his own people, for the need to maintain control, or 
for sheer sadistic pleasure, you are pointing at an alpha male. 


And yet the same can be said for the men who took us to the moon, cured 
diseases and who accomplished great humanitarian goals. 


With negative alphas, you can throw your imagined codes of honor out the 
window. Those codes are nothing more than tools used to force betas and 
omegas into compliance with their agendas. All romanticism aside, the 
code of the alpha male is to conquer and control, both the objects of his 
desire and the men he exploits and expends to acquire them. 
Characterologically speaking, they are a minute, worst representation of 
the male of the species. 


They also get things done, and with great efficiency if you don’t factor 
weigh the loss of freedom and human life. 


Incidentally, the characteristics of negative alphas are also the same ones 
that feminists have erroneously used to define masculinity in one broad 
stroke, painting all men as domineering and oppressive. Success at this 
enabled them to take other microscopic minorities of men and attribute their 
characteristics to men in general as well, e.g. abusers, pedophiles, rapists, 
etc... 


Historically, the challengers to alphas frequently came from other alphas 
and often from the ranks of beta males, who form the next tier down in the 
male power structure. Betas serve as the alphas enforcers, the strong- 

arms used to maintain control over greater numbers. They also play the 
role of “yes men,” affording them their own realm of power and putting 
them within striking distance (or scavenging proximity) of the alphas 
position and status, including sexual primacy. Like roadies for a rock band, 
fortune often filters its way into their hands, and beds. 


At the bottom, and most heavily populated part of the hierarchy, are the 
omega males. These are the pawns on a chessboard, often under the direct 
control of alpha, or by proxy, beta males. This is the common man, and the 
one most vulnerable to the hazards of common life. 


A good way to look at this is to take a look at the military chain of 
command. The general tendency is that the alphas, betas and omegas shed 
increasing amounts of blood in descending order and claim the spoils of 
victory in ascending order. 


Government runs in the same way. In the simplest of terms, alpha 
lawmakers use beta law enforcement officers to exercise their will on the 
generally omega population. 


Or rather government used to work that way, but it really doesn’t any more. 
The political sell out that changed the world. 


Alpha males in government didn’t just collude with feminist ideologues in 
order to garner a sizable and dependable voting bloc. They had wives, 
daughters and other familial females to contend with, many of whom were 
supporting feminism. This effectively reduced everything to the biological 
imperative. Alpha males are no less, and arguably even more disposed to 
take whatever measures are necessary to ensure sexual status. Faced with a 
perceived threat to that, they effectively ceded the alpha position and 
became beta enforcers for the feminist agenda. You won’t find better 
examples of that than Barak Obama or Joe Biden, or George Bush for that 
matter. These alphas became the beta muscle for a feminist Mafioso, 
maintaining rank and privilege through enforcing ideological imperatives 
on the defenseless masses beneath them. They became cops hauling men to 
jail on the simple accusation of their wives. They became judges 
bludgeoning men with their gavels in corrupt courtrooms; politicians 
passing ever more misandric legislation; C.E.O.’s of pharmaceutical 
companies pushing drugs like Ritalin to sap the vitality and strength out of 
our boys, to make them more malleable in female hands once the father had 
been removed from the home. 


Isn’t this ironic? The supposed pinnacle of strength in the male hierarchy 
was revealed by feminism to actually be the pinnacle of sexual weakness. 
This series of events is also a lesson in real power, and where it resides, 
which in the realm of sexual selection has always been in the hands of the 
women who did the selecting. 


But an even greater irony is revealed. Women, who have bemoaned a lack 
of power for ages, and in fact still do, found out four decades ago that all 
they had to do to gain almost complete control was step up and demand it 
be handed over, playing the sex card as they did so. And it was handed 
over, by the most powerful men in the world, who in the presence of these 
women became like butlers offering cocktails on a serving tray. 


I am not fond of that conclusion. In fact, as a man who continually 
struggles to break old world ties, I am rather embarrassed by it. 


Nothing learned, nothing gained. 


Nonetheless, what happened here on the whole was that women, their raw 
biological power masquerading as feminism, have taken the dominant alpha 
status in our culture, and the result is quickly becoming an age of 
oppression and injustice more insidious and intractable than any other. It is 
in the biological, survival oriented nature of women to enhance their lives 
through the utilization of male labor and male expendability, without 
compunction or moral constraint, and that is exactly where our culture has 
ended up on an Orwellian scale. 


Defeating this monstrosity requires the insanely formidable task of battling 
(figuratively) through beta enforcers masquerading as alpha controllers, not 
to acommand post with someone in charge, but through a pervasive 
ideology that snakes like countless invisible tentacles through the 
consciousness of the population at large, and that emanate from the very 
heart of human evolutionary psychology. 


And the first strike in that battle should be, must be, at the elements of 
alleged masculinity that allowed it all to happen. 


Meet the new boss, same as the old boss. 


They say there is nothing new under the sun. History infers wisdom in 
those words. We can see with proper discernment that the women’s 
movement was not really a new era for women at all. It is, on close 
inspection, just women and men practicing their biological strategies in a 
highly successful manner. So successfully, in fact, that it is rendering large 
portions of the male population even more expendable. So expendable, in 
fact, that we are now creating reasons to get rid of them. 


It was destined to happen once male control of the environment made it safe 
enough for women to start acquiring power and resources outside the 
traditional and protected realm of the home. This is why you see feminism 
with its strongest foothold in industrialized nations founded on the rule of 
law. And it is why you see that law itself is now being manipulated away 
from the idea of justice (which was its intent in a man’s world) and toward 
the funneling of added protection and resources to women (which has 
always been the intent in the world shared by both sexes). 


It is not the pursuit of equality or the love of egalitarian values that has led 
to feminist governance, but pure blind human biology, practiced in the same 
way it was on the African Savanna three million years ago. And the 
stunning successes of men making all manner of advances since then has 
now begun to take us out of the picture. 


Quite simply, men have worked themselves out of a job. 


As noted earlier, we have already begun to disappear from the ranks of the 
employed and educated, and the government is adopting policies to 
accelerate that process. In practical terms, there are not near as many men 
needed proportionally as there once was. The ones that remain will be of 
increasingly lower status and will be subject to ever more draconian 
control. 


But of course, there is one factor that will turn the tide before it’s over. It is 
the instinct for survival. It is the only instinct stronger than sex, and it has 


already shown signs of emerging. We call it the men’s movement; MRA’s, 
MGTOW, and the like. We are the evidence that men transcending biology 
is possible; proof that there actually can be something new under the 

sun. And we are growing rapidly because more and more men are 
beginning to see misandry for what it is; a loaded gun pointed directly at 
their heads, and at the heads of their sons. 


Unlike feminism, which is simply a normal, functioning part of the female 
sex role advanced to destructive levels, the men’s movement is the exact 
polar opposite. This is the first time in human history that an actual 
rejection of gender roles has begun to happen, and it is coming not from 
women, but men. 


This is precisely the battle we need to fight. Not with women and not with 
feminists of either sex, but with the aspects of alleged masculinity that are 
leading to our destruction because they are now outmoded, archaic and self- 
defeating. 


As we depart from the old definitions of masculinity, our first step in that 
direction is away from the institution of romantic chivalry. It may have 
once also been a code embraced out of the need for survival, but in the 
modern world we all know it has but one meaning- female privilege. 


We can now Call chivalry by more modern, more appropriate names, e.g. 
VAWA, primary aggressor laws, Title IX, rape shield laws, Title IV-D, 
family court, prosecution on false accusation, media bias against men, or, if 
you prefer the short and simple version, misandry, or the hatred and fear of 
men and boys. 


The fourth type of man- the zeta male. 


As previously noted, the men’s movement is a unique and literally 
unprecedented phenomena. It will bring with it innumerable firsts. One of 
them is the socio-sexual warrior, and I refer to him for the purpose of this 
discourse as the zeta male. The tag remains faithful to the Greek alphabet 
classification of other men but there is more purpose to the label. 


I took it from the star Zeta Persei. I liked the navigational metaphor of the 
star as it is applicable in the context of the lost generation. But I was also 
intrigued that Persei is a direct reference to Perseus, the first of the Greek 
mythological heroes. 


Perseus had a remarkable talent for slaying archaic monsters, Medusa the 
Gorgon among them, who as a mortal woman possessed great beauty, and 
was self enamored and struck with the power of her sexual allure until she 
was turned into a hideous monster by Athena, who later used her severed 
head as a weapon on her shield. 


In 1940, an article by Sigmund Freud was posthumously published, 
entitled Medusa’s Head (Das Medusenhaupt) in which he postulated that 
Medusa represented castration in a child’s mind related to discovered and 
denied maternal sexuality. 


Even more interesting is that in modern times, feminists (Women: A Journal 
of Liberation, 1978) adopted and reinterpreted the image of Medusa as 
representative of women’s rage, and it served as a binding symbol of 
feminist solidarity. 


So Perseus, namesake of Zeta Persei, was the slayer of Oedipal shame 
(control) and the murderously powerful raging feminist archetype. 


The zeta male. 


This classification of a male is new because this is a male that until recent 
times was never needed. He is emergent and unpolished and struggling to 
find his legs, but is doing so thanks to the fertile, safe ground, provided by, 
of all things, other emerging zetas on the internet. 


He has no allegiance to tradition or nostalgia for the past, and in fact is 
charged with plotting a new course. He cannot be shamed into control or 
intimidated into silence or seduced into capitulation. He doesn’t fit in the 
classic hierarchy, and would gladly bring it down in the name of his 
cause. When someone says he needs to act like a real man, he smiles and 
says, “No, thank you.” 


He doesn’t seek power, but justice. And he has one overarching feature 

largely absent in the world around him. He cares about those lost young 

men who were ambushed coming out of the womb. And he will strive to 
make himself an example, living proof that there are other roads to take 

than the ones that lead to self-hatred and self-destruction. 


19. Hera, ancient Greek goddess 
of.... feminism? 


The Greek goddess Hera was the patroness of marriage, status, and social 
power, and as I hope to demonstrate here, a goddess appropriate to 
feminism too. By analyzing the character of a goddess we follow the late 
psychologist James Hillman’s suggestion that “Mythology is psychology in 
ancient dress,” — ie. it gives us insight into human nature, and more 
specifically into the nature of feminism. 


No other goddess in the Greek pantheon comes close to capturing the 
activities we associate with feminism — not the warlike independence of the 
Amazons, not the esteemed motherhood of Demeter, and not the allure of 
Aphrodite. These are merely peripheral topics taken up by a feminism that 


is concerned with securing multiple varieties of power, and Hera is the 
goddess I’m going to finger for that role. 


Marriage 


Hera was first and foremost a goddess of marriage, or rather the goddess of 
marriage. Under her sign marriage tamed men to great advantage of the 
Greek State — and the State in turn extended honors to her cult. In parts of 
Greece men could not be recognized as citizens until the day of their 
marriage, thus enticing men to marry and providing a means for Greek 
cities to continue reproducing the citizen-estate — not to mention securing a 
ready supply of laborers, taxes and military personnel to boot. James 
Hillman writes, 


Marriage belongs to the state; it belongs to society, to the community. 
Zeus and Hera are social stability; they are the state in a way, so we 
can be married by a Justice of the Peace at City Hall, because 
marriage is also secular. We recognize that by having both church 
weddings and legal weddings. Our tax code, our inheritance laws 
acknowledge that a fundamental structure of the organization of 
society is marriage. Therefore some can claim it has nothing in 
particular to do with the persons who are engaged; it hasn’t anything 
to do with God; it hasn’t anything to do with symbolic 
representations. It is a fundamental structure of society belonging to 
the polis or the city or the community.* 


While the marriage of Hera and Zeus is mythological, life in this instance 
had a way of imitating art. In the marriage month (Gamelion ) the mythical 
marriage of Hera and Zeus was reenacted and celebrated with public 
festivities, a time when many couples would get married in imitation of the 
divine couple. On these occasions prayers and offerings were given to Hera, 
and the bride would pledge fidelity to extending Hera’s dominion on earth. 
One can only surmise that the riches, status, and influence of the divine 
couple became a model to which each couple would hope to aspire. 


Another facet of Hera’s cult was the focus on buildings, and her temples 
were usually the biggest and most lavish in all Greece. Women would carve 


small houses, or make them out of clay and give as offerings to the 
Goddess. Remarking on this practice, Hillman states that our modern 
obsession with houses and real estate, one of the bedrocks of our economy, 
may also arise from a Hera-like sentiment; 


If you think back to all the times you play house as a child, or had a 
dollhouse, or made little houses out of cartons and boxes, this is an 
archetypal move going on. We forget that the house is not just 
something made by an architect and sold you by a developer... What 
one does for the house, to the house, with the house, is taking care of 
Hera. Housekeeping is a Hera activity. Our culture recognizes this. 
Think of the enormous quantity of house magazines: House and 
Garden, House Beautiful, Home Decorating, Architectural Digest, 
World of Interiors, the home section of newspapers, home 
improvement on TV, supposedly a best-selling TV show or one of the 
most watched, “This Old House.” 


“I know a woman who decorates people’s houses. You pick out the 
furniture and the fabrics then she’ll lay out the paintings you should 
have, what repros you should have on the wall, and the bric-a-brac 
and what colors the walls should be and so on. She told me that in 
every one of the cases that she works with (of married couples), the 
woman picks out everything in the house and the entire house belongs 
to her except for the husband’s desk and his playroom and maybe the 
garage. He has his little area and the rest of the house is hers. He 
makes no decisions about what color the upholstery should be or the 
kinds of window shades. 


“Often when you go to people’s houses the wife shows off the house 
while the husbands talk shop. “Come, let me show you my house; I 
want to show you the house.” She’s showing a part of her Hera 
nature. 


“There are these old sayings (whether you go with the gender of them 
or not): a woman likes a man who can do things around the house, 
and she hates it that she always has to pick up after him and he leaves 
things in a mess. By desecrating the house that way, he insults Hera. 


And a man likes a woman who’s a good housekeeper. These are Hera 
statements. Another one: She loves the house more than me. And the 
jokes: A man is making love to a whore and she says, “You’re the 
greatest;” and when he’s making love to his mistress, she says, “I love 
you so much.” But when he’s making love to his wife, she says: “I 
wonder what color we should paint the ceiling.” Now, that is a nasty 
gender joke, but it isn’t! She really loves the house. That’s crucial and 
shouldn’t be treated as just a kind of obsession. Her obsession with 
the house equals his obsession with sex.' 


In a telling newspaper cartoon some years ago, two women were 
conversing. The first said she was getting a divorce, to which her friend 
replied it must be an awful thing to go through. “Not really” the woman 
replied, “it’s actually a dream come true; I get the house, the furniture, the 
artworks and the kids. I’ve been planning this divorce since I was a little 
girl!” In this cruel cartoon we get a sense that the husband was merely a 
backdrop to securing the larger vision of a house, renovations, furnishings 
and the children. But especially the house. 


Taming Men 


Hera was nicknamed “The Tamer.’ She tamed horses, men and heroes and 
in some places was recognized as the tamer of the seasons, of nature, and 
even the universe itself. 


Her goal was to limit wildness and freedom by placing all creatures in her 
service. Her tools-for-taming were the entrapment of men and women in 
marriage, the use of her own sexuality as an enticement for conformity, 
shaming, and aggressive punishment of any rebellious behaviours. Even her 
lordly husband Zeus did not escape her control: “Hera’s cruel rage tamed 
him.”? 


Hera was worshipped as ‘Goddess of the yoke,’ an enslaving device 
symbolizing her desire to create utilities of beasts and men. She yoked 
obedient men to wives, and yoked heroes to an inevitable death through 
their performance of labours that bring betterment to women and society. 


In the Iliad Hera is said to tame heroes through death, not marriage. Death 
through service to others was considered -and is still considered- something 
appropriate for males and for their own good. In The Myth of Male Power 
Warren Farrell recounts a Greek story which illustrates the fact: 


The Hero As Slave: 


Once upon a time, a mother who wanted to see the beautiful statue of 
Hera had no oxes or horses to carry her there. But she did have two 
sons. And the sons wanted more than anything to make their mother’s 
wish come true. They volunteered to yoke themselves to a cart and 
take her over the mountains in the scorching heat to the faraway 
village of Argos, the home of the statue of Hera (the wife of Zeus). 
Upon their arrival in Argos, the sons were cheered and statues (that 
can be found to this day) were built in their honor. Their mother 
prayed that Hera give her sons the best gift in her power. Hera did 
that. The boys died. The traditional interpretation? The best thing that 
can happen to a man is to die at the height of his glory and power. Yet 
had this been a myth of two daughters who had substituted 


themselves for oxen to carry their father somewhere, would we have 
interpreted the daughters’ deaths as proof that the best thing that can 
happen to a woman is to die at the height of her glory and power? The 
statues and cheers can be seen as bribes for the sons to value their 
lives less than their mother’s request to view a statue. The fact that 
the statue was of Hera, the queen of the Olympian gods and protector 
of married women is symbolic. The sons’ sacrifice symbolized the 
mandate for men to become strong enough to serve the needs of 
mothers and marriage, and to be willing to call it glory if they died in 
the process. Which is why the name Hercules means “for the glory of 
Hera”.* 


Sexual manipulation was another of Hera’s strategems to gain what she 
wanted. In one popular tale, for instance, she asked if she could borrow 
Aphrodite’s magic girdle to help her woo the King of the gods. By 
borrowing Aphrodite’s natural charms (the girdle) Hera imitated the 
goddess of love and sex and thereby seduced Zeus. As we read in Homer’s 
Iliad, the magical girdle of Aphrodite had the power to create subservience 
in the target; 


Hera was divided in purpose as to how she could beguile the brain in 
Zeus of the aigis. And to her mind this thing appeared to be the best 
counsel, to array herself in loveliness, and go down to Ida, and 
perhaps he might be taken with desire to lie in love with her next her 
skin, and she might be able to drift an innocent warm sleep across his 
eyelids, and seal his crafty perceptions... 


Now, when she had clothed her body in all this loveliness, she went 
out from the chamber, and called aside Aphrodite to come away from 
the rest of the gods, and spoke a word to her: ‘Would you do 
something for me, dear child... Give me loveliness and desirability, 
graces with which you overwhelm mortal men, and all the 
immortals... 


Then in turn Aphrodite the laughing (philomeides) answered her: ‘I 
cannot, and I must not deny this thing that you ask for, you, who lies 
in the arms of Zeus, since he is our greatest.’ She spoke, and from her 


breasts unbound the elaborate, pattern-pierced zone (himas), and on it 
are figured all beguilement (philotes), and loveliness is figured upon 
it, and passion of sex (himeros) is there, and the whispered 
endearment (oaristos) that steals the heart away even from the 
thoughtful. She put this in Hera’s hands, and called her by name and 
spoke to her: “Take this zone, and hide it away in the fold of your 
bosom. It is elaborate, all things are figured therein. And I think 
whatever is your heart’s desire shall not go unaccomplished.’ So she 
spoke, and the ox-eyed lady Hera smiled on her and smiling hid the 
zone away in the fold of her bosom.‘ 


Hera employed sexual manipulativeness as an artifice to purchase the 
power and influence she so desperately craved. Today we would call this 
behavior “Love bombing,” which has the ability to tame a man to schemes 
he might otherwise have never dreamed of following. 


Binding Hera’s rage 


When Hera didn’t get her desired measure of power, when her status didn’t 
reach high enough, or worse, when she lost status or power, things went 
very badly for the world around her. Epithets of spitefulness, jealousy, 
vengefulness, vindictiveness, cruelty and rage belong to the scorned 
goddess, and from a reading of the myths it seems she felt scorned much of 
the time. 


We turn for example to the priestess Medea who murdered her children as 
revenge against her husband’s transgressions. Her husband, Jason of 
Argonauts fame, decided to leave her after the marriage went stale. He 
found a new bride and Medea devised to make them suffer for their 
happiness. Much like the goddess Hera to whom Medea was priestess, she 
carried out a scorched-earth policy in the face of frustrated power urges, 
saying; 


I will send them with gifts in their hands, carrying them unto the 
bride a robe of finest woof and a chaplet of gold. And if these 

ornaments she take and put them on, miserably shall she die, and 
likewise everyone who touches her; with such fell poisons will I 


smear my gifts. And here I quit this theme; but I shudder at the deed I 
must do next; for I will slay the children I have borne... and when I 
have utterly confounded Jason’s house I will leave the land, escaping 
punishment for my dear children’s murder, after my most unholy 
deed... so help me God, Never shall he see again alive the children I 
bore to him, nor from his new bride shall he beget issue, for she must 
die a hideous death, slain by my drugs. Let no one deem me a poor 
weak woman who sits with folded hands, but of another mould, 
dangerous to foes and well-disposed to friends.° 


After killing Jason’s bride with a poison-smeared robe, murdering her own 
children, and then setting fire to the palace, Medea fled to Athens where she 
married the mighty King Aegeus, thereby securing a place of notoriety in 
the mythological scheme of Greece. 


Mythologist Karl Kerenyi asks, “What should we make of it that Medea, a 
barbaric representative of the Hera world, and her gloomy cult, found 
acceptance in the sacred precinct of Zeus’ spouse?”® Kerenyi was struck by 
the fact that Hera remained associated with Medea’s barbarism and 
surrounded her with the sanctity of her own world. Our thoughts on this 
question might extend to a similar comparison of moderate feminism and 
how it remains associated with radical feminism’s relational and cultural 
terrorism. 


The Greeks understood better than we moderns, however, that impulses of 
the psychopathic mind needed to be restrained by a civil society. 


To that end the Greeks developed a religious ritual that involved winding a 
rope tightly around a statue or effigy of the Goddess Hera, particularly 
during what they imagined to be her ‘unfulfilled’ moments. That hog-tying 
symbolized containment of destructive energies resulting from loss of status 
or power. Participants understood the binding was of the proverbial ‘woman 
scorned,’ a ritual teaching how to deal with such behavior in the lives of 
mortals. 


In contrast to her fulfilled behavior within marriage, when the Queen of 
Heaven lost her marital station and status, she would tear the social fabric 


into black confetti. Hera then became monstrous or in some stories started 
giving birth to monstrous creatures who did her bidding. Jungian 
psychologist Murray Stein talks to this monstrous side of the goddess; 


This compounding of evil upon evil is an image of Hera in her Iuno 
inferna aspect and energized by a full-blown animus rage and 
destruction, running amuck through the world, devouring whomever 
she can lay her hands on. Hera is in this development a veritable 
epidemic of pathology. 


The ancient cults of Hera showed great foresight and wisdom in 
“binding” her image during the dangerous periods of her cycle. This 
was prophylactic against the potentiation of the she-dragon. But what 
could they have done to prevent this potentiation in the face of the 
Typhaonian spirit energizing it? Hera’s reaction to her experience 
with Zeus bursts all fetters, for without a full experience of the Teleia 
[fulfillment] aspect of the cycle the bindings on the infernal aspect of 
it cannot possibly hold. Thus we find in the Homeric and classical 
image of her a Hera Unbound, whose boundlessness knows no limit 
to destruction. The rhythm inherent in the archetype has been 
disturbed, and we get a sort of symphony whose rhythm is one long 
downbeat. The restoration of Hera Teleia is an individual and cultural 
historical project that is still being worked on in our time.’ 


Feminism 


The comparisons of Hera and Medea with feminism are unmistakable. The 
male shaming, intimidation, manipulation, and power-seeking are all there — 
as are the destructiveness and scorched-earth policy accompanying 
frustrated goals. 


It’s no surprise that a Google search for Hera + feminist returns over 80,000 
results, and Medea + feminist over 100,000, and the number of feminist 
orgs, initiatives and editorials paints its own picture. Along with Hera, 
Medea is universally recognized as a feminist heroine. As an example of 
feminist websites promoting her we read, “There is, however, one other role 
that we twenty-first-century audiences are able to recognize in Medea: that 


of the feminist pioneer. And the fact that this precursor of the suffragettes is 
a mythic character dramatized nearly 2,500 years ago by a man is quite 
astonishing.”® 


The Wikipedia entry for Medea reads, “Medea is widely read as a proto- 
feminist text to the extent that it sympathetically explores the disadvantages 
of being a woman in a patriarchal society,” — to which characterization is 
implied (by feminists) that we dare not read her as anything but a hapless 
victim, as one Jungian analyst Cheryl Fuller was to discover. 


Fuller, a feminist, gives a revealing account of what happened when she 
attempted to shine a light on the dark side of Medea, and by extension of 
women. She writes; 


Eight years ago as I searched for a dissertation advisor, I ran into a 
wall with the feminist scholars on the faculty of my university. As 
soon as I explained that I wanted to write about Medea came the 
assumption: of course, they said, you will be looking at the patriarchy 
as the issue in her behavior. And when I replied that indeed I was not 
going to be looking in that direction, but rather at Medea herself and 
at the meaning intrinsic to her acts and her story, interest in my work 
evaporated and they declined to serve on my committee. Though long 
a feminist myself, I had been absent from developments in academic 
feminism. It had escaped my attention that there were “right” ways 
and “wrong” ways to study women, both real and mythological, and 
clearly considering Medea as anything other than a victim of the 
patriarchy was the “wrong” way. 


I persisted, found an advisor who could accept my apparently 
heretical viewpoint and happily explored the character of Medea and 
developed a description of a Medea complex. But the resistance to 
considering that Medea could be anything other than a hapless victim 
of the patriarchy continued to intrigue me and set me to wondering 
about the meaning of excluding this dark and troubling aspect of her, 
and by extension all of us, from our understanding of what it is to be 
human and more specifically a woman. It is this wondering which is 
the subject of my paper.’ 


In summary, the traditional binding of Hera has failed and her destructive 
energies are loosed upon the world — to devastating effect. Her bindings 
began to unravel in the Middle Ages with the advent of an indiscriminate 
chivalry that saw men worshiping women as pure and infallable vessels, 
while failing to recognize and bind their destructive potentials with 
reasonable forms of social constraint. 


While we continue on our current path the scorched earth policy too will 
continue... compliments of a vengeful, and power-craving Hera. 
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20. Male utility and disability in the 
myth of Hephaestus 


In what follows we will survey the man who says “No” to bigotry and other 
forms of mistreatment, and gears his life toward the cultivation of self- 
respect. 


To illustrate this kind of man we will turn to the Greek myth of the goddess 
Hera and her disabled son Hephaestus — a son who has to challenge his 
mother’s ableism before he can take his rightful place in the Olympian 
society. In this myth Hephaestus plays a role not unlike the hero Perseus 
who must stop Medusa’s hostilities before men can go about their lives 
again in safety and dignity. 


The son of Hera and Zeus, Hephaestus was born parthenogenically — ie. 
from Hera alone and not from the result of a sex act with Zeus. We are told 
that she planed to give birth to a son after Zeus went and gave birth to 
Bright Eyed Athena who became a golden child of the gods. Hera was 
incensed that Zeus would give birth to Athena without her sexual aid, and 
her creation of Hephaestus was carried out in revenge. Hera’s message was 
essentially “You give birth without me, well I can do that too!” 


Some myths suggest her son was born disabled, and others say he became 
disabled after his mother (or father) threw him from Mt. Olympus 
whereupon he landed hard on the earth and damaged his legs. In any case 
the dominant legend is that Hera gave birth to him already disabled, for 
which she was mightily disgusted in his lack of perfection. 


Hera was angry and spoke thus among the assembled gods: 
“Hear from me, all gods and goddesses... my son Hephaestus whom I 


bore was weakly among all the blessed gods and shrivelled of foot, a 
shame and a disgrace to me in heaven, whom I myself took in my 


hands and cast out so that he fell in the great sea. But silver-shod 
Thetis the daughter of Nereus took and cared for him with her sisters: 
would that she had done other service to the blessed gods!”! 
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Zeus gestures to his daughter Athena, while Hera hurls her disabled son from Mt. Olympus 
circa 200-150 B.C. 


Hera was ashamed of her son’s disability, one which caused him to limp on 
both feet since the soles and heels were turned back to front and were not 
fitted for walking but only for a forward-rolling motion of the whole body.’ 
This ‘difference’ made Hephaestus a fringe person on Olympus, and 
threatened to put his mother on the fringes too, so she hid the secret by 
throwing her son to what she assumed would be his death. Fortunately he 
was saved by some kindly goddesses who nurtured him back to health. 


After his fall from the heavens Hephaestus grew up on a secluded island 
and there learned the art of blacksmithing. He devoted himself to the task 
with such discipline that his artisan skills became the finest in the world. 
Despite the pride he took in these achievements he would not forget the 
cruel treatment of Hera who dismissed him as ugly and lacking in 
usefulness. Like so many men today who wish to be seen as something 
other than utilities for women and society, Hephaestus remains angry; 


Hephaestus says: “Thetis saved me when I suffered much at the time 
of my great fall through the will of my own brazen-faced mother, who 
wanted to hide me for being lame. Then my soul would have taken 
much suffering had not Eurynome and Thetis caught me and held 


me... With them I worked nine years as a smith, and wrought many 
intricate things; pins that bend back, curved clasps, cups, necklaces, 
working there in the hollow of the cave, and the stream of Okeanos 
around us went on forever with its foam and its murmur.” ? 


Classical sociologist Philip Slater suggests that Hera despises her son’s 
masculinity and his disability, preferring instead to have a son of heroic 
proportions who could provide her with utility and glory. Hera’s attitude 
provokes, in later myths, a kind of self-abasing buffoonery from Hephaestus 
that Slater interprets as “an appropriate response to his mother’s narcissistic 
resentment of males—she cannot deflate him if he is already deflated—but it 
is therefore all the more inappropriate for dealing with her contrary desire 
for him to be a display piece and an agent for the expression of her 
masculine strivings. It is for this reason, after all, that she threw him down 
from Olympus.”* 


Like Hephaestus, many men are angry. They realize that they are being 
doubly marginalized due to the curse of having a penis yet being unable, or 
perhaps unwilling, to perform as utilities for women and society — they 
know they are being negatively judged for it. 


In her mythos Hera provides the quintessential example of gynocentric 
feminism, along with ableist and misandrist attitudes to boot. Her attitude 
represents much that is wrong with the world today — an underlying bigotry 
that men must reject if they are to enjoy freedom, dignity and self-respect. 


Challenging that bigotry is precisely what Hephaestus does. He gains 
redress against Hera for rejecting him by making her a magical golden 
throne which, when she sat on it, did not allow her to stand up. None of the 
other gods could release her and they begged Hephaestus to return to 
Olympus to let his mother go, but he refused, saying “I have no mother.”* 


The gods were impressed with his rebuke of Hera and agree accept him 
back into Olympian society as one of their own. This may be viewed as a 
positive reappraisal of his disability — Hephaestus possesses previously 
unrecognized skills, is sharp of mind, humbles Hera, and is accepted by the 
other Olympians. Here is a synopsis of the story thus far; 


After his abandonment, Thetis found him and took him to her 
underwater grotto and raised him as her own son. 


Hephaestus had a happy childhood with dolphins as his playmates 
and pearls as his toys. Late in his childhood, he found the remains of 
a fisherman’s fire on the beach and became fascinated with an 
unextinguished coal, still red-hot and glowing. 


Hephaestus carefully shut this precious coal in a clamshell, took it 
back to his underwater grotto, and made a fire with it. On the first day 
after that, Hephaestus stared at this fire for hours on end. On the 
second day, he discovered that when he made the fire hotter with 
bellows, certain stones sweated iron, silver or gold. On the third day 
he beat the cooled metal into shapes: bracelets, chains, swords and 
shields. Hephaestus made pearl-handled knives and spoons for his 
foster mother, and for himself he made a silver chariot with bridles so 
that seahorses could transport him quickly. He even made slave-girls 
of gold to wait on him and do his bidding. 


Later, Thetis left her underwater grotto to attend a dinner party on 
Mount Olympus wearing a beautiful necklace of silver and sapphires 
that Hephaestus had made for her. Hera admired the necklace and 
asked where she could get one. Thetis became flustered, causing Hera 
to become suspicious; and, at last, the queen god discovered the truth: 
the baby she had once rejected had grown into a talented blacksmith. 


Hera was furious and demanded that Hephaestus return home, a 
demand that he refused. However he did send Hera a beautifully 
constructed chair made of silver and gold, inlaid with mother-of- 
pearl. Hera was delighted with this gift but, as soon as she sat in it her 
weight triggered hidden springs and metal bands sprung forth to hold 
her fast. The more she shrieked and struggled the more firmly the 
mechanical throne gripped her; the chair was a cleverly designed trap. 


For three days Hera sat fuming, still trapped in Hephaestus’s chair; 
she could not sleep, she could not stretch, she could not eat. It was 


Zeus who finally saved the day: he promised that if Hephaestus 
released Hera he would give him a wife, Aphrodite the goddess of 
love and beauty. Hephaestus agreed and married Aphrodite.° 


After his mother rejects him for having a mobility impairment he becomes 
angry and he ensures that her mobility is impaired by trapping her in a 
throne. The gesture can be read as forcing Hera to experience a mobility 
challenge that she seemed utterly unable or unwilling to sympathize with. 


Commenting on the story, disability advocate William Ebenstein states; 


In the Hephaestus myth we can discern a positive psychology of 
anger that is grounded in the experience of disability. The disabled 
deity refuses to play the role of the passive victim. Instead he is an 
active creator in forging his future place in society. Hephaestus’ 
revenge is accomplished in such a clever and artful way that, in the 
end, it is enriching for the entire Olympian community. 


In Hephaestus we find a character who is motivated by his anger to 
confront a world that has discarded him. He stages what amounts to a 
non-violent demonstration, an act of civil disobedience that 
completely shuts down Olympus. His stubborn anger does not lead to 
acceptance, adjustment or passivity. On the contrary it lifts him up to 
reclaim his dignity and civil rights. The story depicts a community 
that must adjust to someone who has been stigmatized, segregated, 
and discriminated against. It is the disabled character himself who 
creates the humorous situation as an effective tool to confront his 
oppression and challenge the existing order.° 


Hephaestus’ anger energizes his expression of outrage in place of squashing 
it as a male character flaw. The problems he sees are in the world and 
Hephaestus takes action there, where it counts. His demonstration of 
outrage in response to an ugly world, or over acts of mistreatment, is an 
example of mental health at its finest and similar expression needs to be 
encouraged and supported for all men — disabled or not. In fact, speaking 
out of one’s anger is a perfect example of what is intended by the famed 
disability-related term self-advocacy. 


Like our mythical protagonist, the ‘Hephaestus man’ understands where the 
problem lies and will not have his concerns silenced. 


Too often we see psychotherapists and rehabilitation counsellors engage in 
gender stereotyping, viewing positive anger as ‘male aggression,” 
‘patriarchy,’ or ‘toxic masculinity’ that in disabled and nondisabled men 
supposedly needs correcting. However killing the outrage is a misandric 
move, one that leads to a loss of personal agency in the world for men. 


Thus far Hephaestus’ story has been one of rejection and redress. However 
the story is far more than a one-dimensional recounting of an “angrycrip” 
who ends up exacting revenge against his tormentors. It involves the larger 
vision of forging self-respect, the beginnings of which were long stirring 
before he sought to challenge the ableist culture among the gods. 


Following his story from beginning to end we see the goal of self-respect is 
something Hephaestus cultivates quite independently from the respect he 
has won from the gods.’ After rejoining the Olympian hierarchy as 
dignified contributor — craftsman of the gods — he continues the inner work 
he started as a child when he located value in his own eyes, and not in the 
shallow eyes of others. 


The key principle, one given in an incisive article by Paul Elam, is “self- 
respect isn’t earned, it’s taken.”® When Hephaestus engages with the 
Olympian community, he doesn’t need to wait around for their validation, 
he has already wrested it by his own self-assessment. 


The Hephaestus man is the one who expresses his outrage at offensive 
behavior, and who chooses to cultivate self-respect. By respecting himself 
and demanding the same from others, Hephaestus demonstrates exactly 
what these things mean for men in today’s world, disabled or not. 
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21. The new male archetypes: 
servant, slave and scapegoat 


“The modern hero, the modern individual who dares to heed the call 
and seek the mansion of that presence with whom it is our whole 
destiny to be atoned, cannot, indeed must not, wait for his community 
to cast off its slough of pride, fear, rationalized avarice, and sanctified 
misunderstanding. ‘Live,’ Nietzsche says, ‘as though the day were 
here.’ It is not society that is to guide and save the creative hero, but 
precisely the reverse. And so every one of us shares the supreme 
ordeal—carries the cross of the redeemer—not in the bright moments 
of his tribe’s great victories, but in the silences of his personal 
despair.” [ Joseph Campbell ~ The Hero with a Thousand Faces] 


+++ 


Anyone suggesting they have ideas that will actually help men, 
psychologically speaking, has an obligation to place their philosophy, their 
rationale, front and center for men to see. I also understand that most 
practitioners don’t really do that, especially in what I loosely define as the 
“mental health” industry. 


Usually what you get is a short and sputtering list of platitudes about 
“wholeness,” finding your “inner this” or “inner that,” accompanied by an 
obscure definition of the practitioner’s approach. It is either that or you get 
nothing but the bill. 


Sometimes, often actually, they will inform you that they subscribe to 
feminist theory, which is an admission of their philosophy, except to the 
extent that it should be viewed cautiously, regardless of your sex. 


This writing is intended to explain exactly what An Ear for Men is about in 
regard to assisting men, specifically in their more modern struggle for 
identity and an understanding of where they fit in the world. This is 
particularly important as the lack of those things may well result in some 
serious problems. Among them are family dysfunction, substance abuse, 
suicide, violence, anxiety, depression, shame and a lack of self-respect that 
often crosses the line into self-hatred. 


It is not that the current crisis of male identity is the sole cause of these 
problems. It certainly isn’t. For example, family dysfunction is a self- 
perpetuating malady passed down from parents to children. In and of itself 
it has little to do with modern masculinity. Alcoholism is not a “male 
problem,” nor is violence or other forms of abuse, though those practicing 
under a feminist shingle may send that very message. 


When assessing problems, it can be very difficult to tell the difference 
between cause and symptom, between a problem and its source. Does 
family dysfunction cause substance abuse or is substance abuse the cause of 
the dysfunction? Is violence at the root of relationship problems or do 
relationship problems fuel and promote the violence? Do communication 
problems cause hostility or does hostility cause communication problems? 


Are all these problems symbiotic, just a teeter-totter interaction of various 
pathologies feeding each other? If so, can we ameliorate one problem by 
successfully intervening on another? 


I suggest that there may be some truth answering those last two questions in 
the affirmative. There are, however, workarounds, back doors if you will, to 
what may well form part of the root structure of an array of problems with 
no readily visible connection. The good news about that is that you don’t 
need to see the connection initially in order to do something about it. 


The philosophy here is that solutions begin with a recognition that there is 
indeed a crisis in male identity and male self-respect. It affects all of us, gay 
or straight, black or white or other race, regardless of religion or 
socioeconomic status. 


Fifty years of gender politics have thrust all men into a new paradigm of 
sexual politics with no rule book. We are now three generations of men who 
have been pummeled with messages of who we are, almost all of them 
wrong, and who we are supposed to be, almost all of them destructive in 
one way or another. Our mental health industry is one of the prime 
proponents of these misguided ideas. They are espoused, for profit, at the 
expense of our men and boys. 


The Old School Archetypes 


The classic, historical masculine archetypes of Hero, Villain, Ruler, 
Warrior, Creator, Sage, Rebel and Explorer, all of which either defined what 
men chose or what they were driven to be. They provided men a model of 
what they chose not to be as well. They gifted men with a sense of identity 
and purpose, a rudder for their navigation of life. To a great degree (with 
some downsides) they worked. Jungian analysts, in the days before the 
ideological corruption of the field of psychology would likely tell you that 
these archetypes are rooted in our biology.[1] 


It is also important to note that all these archetypes are anthropomorphic 
projections of the human male experience. They took root in our earliest 
mythologies because they were already in play in human life. Strangely, 


“mythology” told the real story of our lives. Every epic battle, great 
journey, tragedy and triumph of mythical figures mirrored the internal and 
external experience of real human beings in some way or another. 


And so it went from epoch to epoch. 


All that has been supplanted with a new and toxic narrative. To simplify it, 
we now live in a Zeitgeist where all male archetypes have been reduced to 
that of Villain, with the expectation that they will assume the role of Hero 
when needed...and directed. The ongoing expectations of men to protect, 
provide, sacrifice and endure have not changed. The change in narrative, 
however, demands that recognition and honoring of those things ceases in 
favor of persistent demonization. 


Similar changes have happened in the lives of women. The Manipulator, the 
Bitch, the Saboteur, the Queen and the Damsel in Distress have usurped the 
timeless archetypes of mother (Demeter), daughter (Persephone), lover 
(Aphrodite), civic life and learning (Athena), etc.. While all these and other 
female archetypes are on full social display, the spectrum of those 
archetypes has begun to degrade into a vacillation between two roles based 
on immediate perception. Women are universally seen as the Queen, unless 
they are in distress or claim to be in distress. Once the perception of female 
distress registers, social consciousness reverts them to being the original 
Damsel in Distress. It is as though they live in a perpetual state of flux 
between empowered and helpless, depending on which is more 
advantageous, just as we see play out today across the geopolitical 
landscape. 


That, too, is ultimately heading for a crisis of identity in women, though for 
the purpose of this discussion we need not explore that further. 


The denial of all this, and the assumption that it has not had a tremendous 
impact on the psyches of men, has left them in an emotional and social 
wasteland that produces more of the psychosocial problems already 
identified in this writing. 


This leads to an inescapable conclusion. While men do need assistance with 
specific problems, they are also suffering in a famine of functional 
archetypes. Failing to recognize this, even if we seek in earnest to help them 
with problems symptomatic of that deficit, is putting a Band-Aid on 
potentially mortal wounds. 


If we are to help men, it requires us to enable them to nurture a new 
narrative of themselves and their lives. They need new archetypes that 
foster a new sense of identity if they are going to thrive in a new age. 


So what exactly is an archetype? 


The Greek root words are archein, meaning “original or old,” and typos, 
meaning “Model or type.” Archetype: Original Model. Archetypes are the 
old, original models on which men, in the unconscious recesses of their 
biology, shape and mold their lives. 


Perhaps in the days when there were payoffs, e.g. honor, appreciation, 
respect and status, men’s unconscious movement toward one archetype or 
another made more sense. 


We do not live in those times any more, and we haven’t for most or all of 
your lifetime. What remains for most men in modern life is a world of 
expectation without reward, burden without honor and service without self. 


Most men know on some level that this is true, but many have a very hard 
time facing it out of fear. Fear of the loss of social approval, the loss of love 
and the loss of what they imagine is the only space the world grants them. 


Some of the fear is at least superficially warranted. Facing these issues 
means reaching a level of consciousness sufficient to make you a bad fit in 
the world of the walking blind. It means a new mythology with new 
archetypes born of a newer and more accurate picture of the world. 


The daunting challenge is that men can no longer afford the luxury of 
allowing biology alone to write their story. Technology and ideology have 
rendered that too dangerous. The old model makes men far too easy to 


manipulate and far too willing to comply with the manipulation to their own 
detriment. You can find this same story throughout classic mythology so it 
is nothing new. Those, however, were cautionary tales, the moral lesson 
from which has been erased from the cultural consciousness. Most dare not 
speak honestly of Hera and Medea in the modern age. 


The results of that resembles a modern genocide of the male soul. 


Fortunately, that which has been forgotten can be learned again. And that 
which has been learned in error can be corrected. The fruits of that effort 
are the restoration and “wholeness” so easily promised and seldom 
delivered. 


The risks of embracing this on a personal level is actually an illusion. Once 
you walk the newer path you will most probably find you don’t particularly 
want to return to the old one. The feigned approval of others loses its luster 
when the vision clears. 


Despite appearances, all of this is really not so arcane. It is actually quite 
simple. You can start with most any problem in life; relationship and family 
issues are a good start. Map the mythology that got you there, that 
determined your actions and reactions. Were you playing the role of the 
Hero? The Warrior? Were you surrendering to the Siren’s Song? Was the 
Damsel in Distress a fagade with something more sinister behind the 
surface impression? 


Did a faulty narrative of your place and worth in this world lead you 
directly into a painful wall? And if that is true, do you have the fortitude to 
face it and change the story? 


Imagine the consciously constructed mythology that would lead you to a 
better place with better people. Imagine the story of you being written by 
your own hand. 


The solutions are not always easy, but they are made much more accessible 
when you make the decision to clear your own path; when you are at the 


helm, navigating your own way, when the stars in the sky are arranged 
according to your own dreams and desires. 


How many miserable professional men out there can remember a time when 
they aspired to be artisans, writers or artists, only to watch those dreams 
buckle beneath the oppressive weight of a story that they did not write? 


How many desperate men are clinging to the role of provider and protector, 
having become automatons in loveless, abusive marriages that have ground 
their self-respect into the dust? 


How many men have stories that end with a bottle of scotch and a handgun 
because they cannot breathe and do not know where to find free air? 


Men need an alternative to the new mythology’s archetypes of Servant, 
Slave and Scapegoat. The only thing preventing that from happening is 
being trapped in or clinging to a narrative they did not produce and which 
has never served them. 


We have seen the results of men living in a world that is devoid of any 
honoring of men’s roles or even of men’s being. How can men cope in this 
sort of world? How can therapists or anyone else facilitate a man moving 
from this restrictive, prison-like consciousness into a more truly masculine 
path that embraces his well-being, self-interest and happiness? 


That is what a male-friendly therapeutic space is about. Not just a place for 
men to tell their stories, but to author new ones and own them with support 
and encouragement from other men. 
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